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L2 ACQUISITION OF RUSSIAN ASPECT BY L1 TURKISH
SPEAKERS

ABSTRACT

This study looks at second language (L2) acquisition of aspect in Russian by
adult first language (L1) speakers to examine whether L1Turkish/L2 Russian
speakers are as sensitive as native Russian speakers to the morphosyntax of Russian
aspect involving perfective and imperfective form with its telicity-assigning
mechanisms in Russian. We tested 16 L1Turkish/L2 Russian speakers and 16 L1
Russian native speakers on an online Semantic Entailment (SE) task with telicity and
boundedness semantic features and a Truth-Value Judgment (TVJ) task involving
sentences with perfective and imperfective forms including quantity and non-
quantity internal argument themes. The results of independent samples t-test
conducted with the data from the SET indicated significant differences between two
groups. L2 speakers are less successful than L1 Russian, in particular in the
comprehension of sentences with perfective aspect. The results of the Truth Value

Judgment (TVJ) test also confirmed these results.

Keywords: Aspect, telicity, boundedness, L1 Russian, L2 Turkish
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BIRINCI DIL OLARAK TURKCE KONUSANLARIN IKiNCI DIL
RUSCA’DA GORUNUSU EDINiMI

OZET

Bu calismada, Ruscayi ileri yasta ikinci dil (D2) olarak 6grenenler ile anadil
(D1) olarak konusanlarin goriiniis edinimi ele alinmis ve D1 Tiirkge/D2 Rusca
konusanlarinin, ereklilik atama mekanizmalariyla birlikte tamamlanmis ve
tamamlanmamis formdaki Rusca goOriinlis morfosentaksina karsi D1 Rusca
konusanlar1 kadar duyarli olup olmadiklari incelenmistir. Ereklilik ve bagimlilik
anlam o0zelliklerine sahip bir Cevrimici Anlamsal Gerektirim gorevi (SET) ve
miktara bagli olan ve olmayan dahili argliman temalar1 iceren tamamlanmis ve
tamamlanmamis formlu ciimleleri kapsayan bir Dogruluk Degeri Yargist (TVJ)
gorevinden olusan bu ¢alisma, 16 D1 Tirk¢e/D2 Rusga konusani ile 16 D1 Rusca
konusanina uygulanmistir. SET verilerine uygulanan bagimsiz grup t-testi sonuglari,
iki grup arasinda anlamli bir fark ortaya koymustur. D2 konusanlari, ozellikle
tamamlanmis goriinlise sahip climleleri anlamakta D1 konusanlarindan daha az

basarili olmustur. TVJ sonuglar1 da bu bulguyu dogrulamistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: goriiniis, ereklilik, bagimlilik, D1 Rusca, D2 Turkce
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. INTRODUCTION

Aspect has been defined as the zone/scope that is the most problematic to L2
Russian learners. The next quotation can broadly identify this notion: “The aspect is
the internal temporal structure of events as described by verbs, verbal phrases (VP)
and sentences (Comrie, 1976; Smith, 1991:3).”

In the last decades, numerous different studies on L2 (Lardiere,2005;
Mikhaylova, 2018; Nossalik, 2009; Slabakova, 2005; Laleko, 2008) have presented
that functional morphology is a distinguished problem for production language in L2
learners. L2 Russian speakers do not present target-like abstract representation or
functional morphology. However, this idea has been challenged by the claim that it is
a problem of accessing the grammatical representations under the pressure due to a

mapping problem of L2 speakers rather than the deficit of functional morphology.

In the context of the minimalist program, a lot of researchers agreed that
potential failure in L2 acquisition involves impairment of interlanguage grammar,
that is directly connected with functional categories and its characteristics. In the
present study, through the Truth Value Judgement task, we compared the aspectual
systems of Russian and Turkish languages for finding out new evidence for Schwartz
and Sprouse’s (1994, 1996) Full Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) that presupposes that
second language adult learners have full access to Universal Grammar (UG), and,
hence, can acquire native-like competence in the L2’s grammatical properties.
Additionally, we test the Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2008) and in, which
argues that the functional morphology is more challenging than syntax and
semantics. Also, we examine in the respect to the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace &
Filiaci, 2006), which assumes that aspectual morphosyntactic structure should be

successfully attained by L2 Russian learners.

Aspect category in Russian language is the way of describing the witnessed
events by the speaker. In Russian the imperfective and perfective verbs are
distinguished in different grammar peculiarities and corresponding grammatical
categories (Stoll, 2005). However, in Turkish language, unlike Russian aspect, is not

1



presented separately as a grammar category (Yavas, 1980). Just in a few past
decades, Turkish grammarians solved this problem, and appeared in the category of
Tense/Aspect/Modality (TAM) markers (Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Ketrez, 2012;
Kornfilt, 1997), that are devoted to the verbs. Most of the suffixes have double or
triple functions in Turkish (Ketrez, 2012). A tense marker has at the same time
function as an aspect or a modality marker (Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt,
1997). However, it is possible to rank them according to their own functions under

the categories of aspect category, tense and mood.

Aspectual information in different languages is lexicalized (endowed in word
structure) or presented by functors or discourse, and it helps to understand if the
action is finished (terminated) or unfinished (ongoing) event. In Russian, the
majority of Russian predicates are divided and emerge in two aspectual forms:
imperfective (IMP) or perfective (PERF) (grammatical aspect). For example, the
perfective aspect is overtly marked with a prefixed verb, such as do-pisat (finished
writing) whereas the imperfective aspect uses the same root without a prefix like
pisat (was writing, write). In Russian, verbs involving activities and accomplishment
get their telicity value compositionally (a combination of denotation of the root and
the morphological structure of the whole predicate. In Russian, lexical aspect, telicity
is overtly marked on the verb by prefixes, and grammatical aspect, boundedness is
overtly marked by suffixes. In Turkish, however, outer aspect (grammatical) is
demonstrated by the verbal suffixes-DI and mls, as in (iki saat ¢alig-ti-m) and
imperfective aspect is emerged by the verbal suffixes —(I)yor, -mAktA as in (¢alig-1-
yor-du) and —(A/Ir)and by the past copular marker —(y)DI as in as in (iki saat ¢alis-
di-m) (Goksel & amp, Kerslake, 2005). Unlike Russian, in Turkish, telicity (lexical
aspect) is computed in internal theme arguments: the quantity and non-quantity

object.

Recently, it has been found that aspectual properties are revealed in syntax in
natural languages. There are two aspectual projections: a vP-external/outer aspect
projection (AspP) with the telic/atelic distinction and a vP-internal/inner aspect
projection the bounded/unbounded distinction (Verkuyl, 1993; Travis, 1994;
Slabakova, 2001; Borer, 2005).

Following Slabakova (2009), generalization that seems to be universal, a

verbal predicate is able to attain a telicity value when the two universal syntactic
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conditions are corresponded. Firstly, the vP-internal Quantity phrase (AspQP) must
be integrated into the verbal structure. Secondly, as Slabakova claims, Asp Quantity
phrase’s open value should be given range or [quantity] (i.e., telic) feature can be

attained through verbs in AspQ must attain the [quantity] (i.e., telic) value (2009).

In Russian, the telicity status of verbal predicates employs the direct mode. In
short, telicity property can acquire the verbs with aspectual morphemes that can
appropriately be merged merged in AspQP. In other verbs, the Russian verbs in (1)
are [+telic], because they involve the prefixed part (and lack -va) (Slabakova, 2009).
On the contrary, verbs that do not have a preverb, for instance the primary

imperfectives (Pls), (2) are [-telic]:

(1) Nastya na-pisala pis’mo za " Casa. [+Telic] Nastya write-PERF letter

in % hour.
‘Nastya wrote the letter in ¥2 hour.’

(2) Nastya pisala eti pis’ma za ', Casa. [-Telic] Nastya write-Pl these

letters in %2 hour.
‘Nastya was writing these letters in %2 hour.’

In comparison with Turkish language the telicity is presented in accusative
marked object nouns (in contrast to bare object nouns) that are assumed by aspectual
composition theories. Generally, in Turkish, the telicity status of verbal predicates
employs the indirect mode in contrast to Russian (acquire telicity directly). Well, as
researcher Aksan (2004) argues the AspQP of countable object noun phrases can
give the rise to aspectual variability. In particular, the telicity is context dependent in
L1 Turkish learners and depends on the verb's internal argument that involves

aspectual value (Aksan, 2004).

(3) Deniz 10 dakikada arkadas-in-a mektup yazdi. [Telic] ‘Deniz wrote a

letter to her friend in ten minutes.
(4) Deniz 10 dakika boyunca mektup yaz-di. [Atelic]
‘She was involved in the activity of letter-writing for ten minutes.’
(Aksan, 2007: 38)

For this reason, contextual cues can cause challenges for L1 Turkish speakers



in acquiring the lexical aspect of Russian language. In order to attain Russian
aspectual morphology system, Turkish speakers should be able to recompose the
telicity parameter from indirect to direct mode in order to acquire the telicity-

assigning mechanisms of L1 Russians speakers (Nossalik, 2008).

This dissertation is structured in the following way: Chapter | is an
introduction section to the present study, where in short, we can understand the main
goal and objectives of the study. Chapter Il outlines the background for the proposed
study. Specifically, it discusses how generative SLA research accounts for the
process of L2 acquisition. We outlined the main overview of examine hypothesis i.e.,
Full Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) (Schwartz & Sprouse’s, 1994, 1996), Bottleneck
Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2008), and Interface Hypothesis (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006).
Chapter 111 provides an overview of the linguistic background that is relevant to the
proposed empirical study. Section 3.1 focuses on describing the notion of
grammatical and lexical aspect in Russian and Turkish languages. Section 3.2
provides a review of two semantic features of telicity and boundedness value in both
languages. Chapter 1V introduces the theoretical analysis of aspect in L2 acquisition.
Specifically, section A outlines the previous results on the aspect in L2 acquisition,
where we discuss in detail the Slabakova’s study (2005), Nossalik’s paper (2009) and
Aksan’s article (2007). Chapter V presents the results of the two experimental tasks
used in the study presented in this dissertation. Specifically, section suggests the
description of the Semantic Entailment (SE), task section demonstrates the
methodology of the Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task. Chapter VI discusses the
performance of the participants on the two empirical tasks used in the study to test
the research hypotheses. Section A discusses the results of the SE task; section B
discusses the results of the TVJ task. Chapter VII presents the concluding remarks

and the implications of the study. It also outlines areas for future research.



Il.  THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

This chapter provides the theoretical background to the dissertation. It starts
with the section A, that gives the general description of the field of second language
acquisition (also referred to as SLA or L2 acquisition), with focus on the generative
linguistic tradition. In section B, we discuss within the framework of the Minimalist
Program (Chomsky, 1995) Schwartz and Sprouse’s (1994, 1996) Full Transfer/Full
Access (FTFA) Hypothesis with possible linguistic transfer outcomes, and secondly,
the notion of access to Universal Grammar (UG) in L2 acquisition. Section C
describes the main concept of Roumyana Slabakova’s (2006, 2008, 2013) Bottleneck
Hypothesis that argues the possible reasons for the common breakdown/falling in
SLA. Special attention is given in section D of this chapter to contrastive Interface
Hypothesis (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006; Sorace, 2011), which are interested in the final
stage of L2 acquisition. Section D concludes the chapter.

A. Theories of L2 Acquisition on Aspect

The process of first language acquisition (called L1 acquisition) has been
studied extensively, and the process is important for the theories of second language
acquisition (called L2 acquisition). Researchers are interested in finding evidence for
language development and those mechanisms that enable children to acquire
grammar to understand and produce language. As second-language acquisition began
as an interdisciplinary field, it is hard to fix a precise starting date. However, there
are two publications: Corder's essay (1967) The Significance of Learners' Errors
rejected a behaviorist account of SLA and suggested that learners made use of
intrinsic internal linguistic processes; Selinker's article (1972) article Interlanguage
argued that second-language learners possess their own individual linguistic systems
that are independent from both the first and second languages.

The 1990s saw a host of new theories introduced to the field, such as Michael
Long's interaction hypothesis, Merrill  Swain's output hypothesis, and Richard

Schmidt's noticing hypothesis. However, the two main areas of research interest were
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linguistic theories of SLA based upon Noam Chomsky's universal grammar, and

psychological approaches such as skill acquisition theory and connectionism.

Current approaches to the study can be classified into two types: Formal and
Functional (see e.g. Newmeyer, 1998). The main feature of the formal approach as
Chomsky (1981a:7) himself states is “not communication, language, but a core
syntax”. For Chomsky and his followers, the main goal is to clarify the work of
language acquisition and to find out the logical explanation for it. Chomsky assumes
that there is an innate language acquisition device (LAD), and the main goal of all
linguistic researchers due to this assumption, is to describe and characterize this
device, which consists solely of syntax, that is autonomous of other cognitive
abilities. A linguistic analysis can elaborate the explanation of how language works
only if it helps to find the solution of this problem. Such kind of analysis can present
only one of two proposed forms: “(1) it shows that a given phenomenon can be
subsumed under or derived from a principle or rule which has already been
hypothesized to be part of the innate mental organ of language, or (2) it demonstrates
that a particular rule, constraint, etc. must be part of the innate mental structures”
(Foley & Van Valin, 1984: 6). The human brain comes equipped with the essential
properties of grammar, known as Universal Grammar (Cook, 2007). The formalist
approach goal is to explore the speaker-hearer’s intuition guiding his linguistic

knowledge.

In result, an aspect category is supposed to be an inherent category in our
brains, or it is merged from a principle of grammar. Generally, there has been no
attempt to retrieve the aspect from the formal principles of the LAD; and currently

aspect category is one of the “functional categories.”

Overall, functional theories include plenty of factors except the grammar, but
also their belief that “language must be studied in relation to its role in human
communication” (Foley & Van Valin, 1984: 7). In comparison to the formalist
theories, for which communication is not under the investigation, the functional
theories take the social factor as the main element for further investigation. Sentence

structures were studied from the perspective of functions they performed.

Additionally, the main difference between those theories is their actual nature

and predispositions to language. Formalists’ followers claim that grammatical
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structures are innate , while functionalists argue about more general inherent
cognitive abilities. Learning a language is supposed to be one of those general

cognitive skills.

All the above mentioned presents us two controversial views that lead to a
shift in UG about interactions and integrations. There was an underline on the
integration of internal and external components of grammar, that infers new view at
those interfaces as domain-specific areas are not so significant (e.g., syntax and
phonology) in comparison to the internal/external linguistic properties (e.g.,
syntax/semantic and syntax/discourse interfaces). This points out the merge of varied
levels of language capacities in the development of L2. As a result, it caused the
failure of L2 learners to attain native-like capability in certain linguistic properties of
L2 grammar (White, 2011a; Slabakova, 2008; Montrul, 2011). L2 inability to reach
native-like proficiency L2 grammar can refer to obstacles of integrating at the
interfaces; and here influence of the cross-linguistic might be constant (White,
2009a: 50).

Therefore, L2 learners who need to acquire or learn a certain functional
category should present the knowledge of the semantic reflexes connected with that
category. As Slabakova (2010: 235) argues L2 learners face different mappings
between meaning and morphosyntactic structure. The main task for L2 speakers
while learning the language is to present understanding of semantic knowledge along
with morphosyntactic knowledge. To put it differently, the learning goal for L2
speakers is to solve in what way the mapping between form and meaning is encoded.

There are different variations on the presentation of functional meaning due
to cross-linguistic research. Lardiere (2000, 2006, 2008) says that functional
meaning introduced by the morphology unit in L1 could be introduced in coded form
in another unit of morphology in L2 or in another lexical category in L2.
Respectively, if there is a failure to correspond the match between L1 learners and
L2 learners concerning form meaning mappings, functional morphology and its
mappings in L2 acquisition might present a difficulty for L2 learners at different
levels of acquisition (not just at earlier stages, but late ones as well). In addition, the
task of the L2 learners is to attain the semantic properties that are not represented in

L1 and connect these properties with its related units of morphology.



Subsequently, the attainment of meaning is the most complicated and
significant task for L2 learners (Coppieters, 1987; Bardovi-Harlig, 2000; Montrul &
Slabakova, 2002). In acquiring meaning, L2 speakers are faced with the task to
acquire first a discrepancy at the L1-L2 syntax-semantics internal interface and find
contradictions in meanings (Slabakova, 2010). Additionally, L2 learners who have
acquired final-state grammar could probably have L1 influence while using some

properties of L2 (see Sorace, 2003).

Eventually, there have been cross-linguistically found a plenty of different
variants in meanings at the lexicon-syntax and syntax-semantics interfaces, that is
appealing ground for researchers’ investigation, in particular which part of the
meaning is settled, and which comes unconsciously (UG) (Slabakova, 2011). In other
words, L2 researchers are deeply concerned with L2 learner’s ability to understand
and transfer meaning in L2, and what items or means are accessible to them on the

way to meaning.

In the last few decades, aspectual system has been a very popular topic of
many theoretical studies (cf. Bloom, 1980; Harner, 1981; Clark, 1996, on English;
Antinucci & Miller, 1976, on Italian; Li, 1989; Li, & Shirai, 2000, on English and

Mandarin; Aksu-Kog, 1988, on Turkish; Weist & colleagues, 1983, 1984,
1985, on Polish; Shirai, 1995, 1998, on Japanese). The research was focused on the
relation between aspect, tense and Aktionsart. The main findings were presented in
the usage of such grammar parts as perfective aspect (in the past tense), the durative
Aktionsart (states and activities), imperfective aspect (in the present tense) etc. These
findings were very significant, because the aspectual categories in the languages
stated above differentiate in their semantics and morphological markers’. As a result,
it means that the strategy learners request to learn the categories is the same cross-

linguistically despite the task's diversity.

Unfortunately, L2 studies on aspect have predominantly focused on the
appearance and development of aspect/tense morphology at primary stages of L2
acquisition rather than on its ultimate attainment. Research of the past thirty years
has resulted in the Aspect (First) Hypothesis, which maintains that verb inflections in
early interlanguage systems operate initially as markers of lexical aspect (Andersen,
1991).



While the Aspect (First) Hypothesis produced many fruitful results as far as
the developmental sequence of tense/aspect morphology is concerned, very little is
known about whether aspect can be successfully acquired in L2 acquisition. Only
recently, researchers began examining aspect from the perspective of ultimate
attainment (Slabakova, 2001, 2005; Kozlowska-Macgregor, 2002; Montrul &
Slabakova, 2002). Two of these studies examine acquisition of Slavic aspect by
English learners. In particular, Kozlowska-Macgregor (2002, 2005) investigates L2
acquisition of Polish aspect and Slabakova (2005) looks at L2 acquisition of Russian

aspect.

Let us explore in more detail the second study, Slabakova (2005) conducted a
study on L2 acquisition of the Russian telicity-assigning mechanism by English
learners. She claims that English and Russian have various settings of the Telicity
parameter following (De Swart & Verkuyl, 1999). While in English telicity value is
concentrated within a VP-internal AspP (aspectual projection), in Russian it is
computed within a PerfP (perspective projection) (Slabakova, 2005). There was an
assumption by Altman (1992), that acquisition of aspect is considered extremely
difficult for L2 learners of Russian. However, she assumes that this hypothesis could
be revised from the different learning perspectives as grammatical and lexical
learning. More specifically, grammar learning is related to the (im)possibility of
accessing the aspect as the functional category and its feature mechanisms that are
connected to the functional category by adult L2 learners of Russian. Lexical
learning concerns with attaining the particular morphemes (in that study, telicized
prefix) that mark telicity value in Russian. In other words, L2 adult speakers of
Russian are expected to face no difficulties in the acquisition of the syntactic
mechanism of marking telicity in Russian (i.e., grammatical learning); however, they

confront difficulties with the lexical learning.

Slabakova develops her study under the Full Transfer/Full Access hypothesis
suggested by Schwartz and Sprouse (1996). Full Access/Full Transfer (FTFA)
Hypothesis states that L2 adult learners obtain full access to Universal Grammar
(UG) and can achieve native-like competence in the L2’s grammatical properties.
This hypothesis states that at the beginning of L2 learning, L2 learners take over the
L1 value of parameters, yet if L2 learners get more input to L2, they can rearrange

parameters from their L1 value to their L2 value. The implications of Slabakova’s



study provides empirical evidence that supports the Full Transfer/Full Access
hypothesis, which claims that “access to functional categories in adult non-native
acquisition is not impaired but is in fact fully operational” (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996: 75). We adopt Schwartz and Sprouse’s (1994, 1996) Full Transfer Full/Access
(FTFA) hypothesis as our additional hypothesis for finding out new evidence and we
discuss it below in detail.

Additionally, we can find few studies on aspect in Turkish (Yavas, 1980;
Aksu-Kog, 1988; Uzun, 1998a; Jendraschek, 2011). Uzun (1998b), criticized the
view about morphemes in Turkish that refer to tense markers found in the
grammatical categories of verb paradigms and that they relate not only to tense but
also mood and aspect. Linguists present some arguments in reference to Turkish
conjugational morphemes showing aspect, tense and mood categories at the same
time with one marker. Due to their approach, a sole morpheme stands for the three
categories of tense, aspect and modality in Turkish. In other words, this approach
focused on categories and its representational morpheme i.e., an approach named as
single morpheme — multiple function. Uzun (1998b), objected to this approach and

proposed ‘zero morpheme’ — single function.

It is apparent, that few hypotheses about the initial state and stages argue for
access to UG, as the Minimal Tree Hypothesis (Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1994,
1996) and the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994,
1996). As we can observe, the Bottleneck Hypothesis assumes the Full Transfer/Full
Access (FTFA) Hypothesis, we focus on this view in the next sections. Shortly, the
Full Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) Hypothesis presupposes L2 learners initial-state
grammar is identical to their L1, in particular, the target grammar is comparable as
their inherent grammar; L2 adult learners have full/dire access to Universal Grammar
and can attain native speakers’ competence in the L2’s grammatical properties. In
order to particularize this, we first consider the notion of transfer, and secondly, the
notion of access to UG in L2 acquisition. And as a continuation part, in the next
sections we discuss the Bottleneck Hypothesis with its well-known counter

hypothesis the Interface Hypothesis.

B. Full Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) Hypothesis.

As was already mentioned, this thesis is the set within the generative
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linguistic framework (see Chomsky, 1957, 1965). Nativist approach is a base for the
generative linguistic, more particularly called special nativism, which means that we
are born with an innate language faculty (Gass, 2013: 160; Rothman et al., 2013:
373). Grammar is observed as mental representations, constrained or other words are
ruled by universal principles (White, 2003b: 19). Those universal principles are
called Universal Grammar, or shortened form UG, and supposed to be the part of
language faculty (White, 2003b: 20). Specifically, it means that a person is already
born with that language faculty or simply to say with grammar, which indicates that
a human being is able to know something about grammar. These arguments are
developed under cognitive psychology, in contrast to the behaviorist that state the
brain is originally an empty box, and that learning language is initiated from

formation of habits acquired by trying to mimic others (Gass, 2013: 81).

The claim about UG came from the logical problem of language acquisition
and is connected to the problem of the poverty of the stimulus (see e.g. Crain &
Nakayama, 1987). This problem refers to L1 learners, who already present their
linguistic knowledge without linguistic input’s influence to which they are exposed.
Based on this idea, it is arisen to be a core for Chomsky’s generative linguistics and
is based on the known as Plato’s Problem: “[h]Jow do we come to have such rich and
specific knowledge, or such intricate systems of belief and understanding, when the
evidence available to us is so meagre?” (Cook & Newson, 2007: 55). More
specifically, language properties refer to UG and consequently they do not need to be
learned, because they are already in learner's knowledge (White, 2003b: 20-22).

The Universal Grammar (UG) has raised different controversial views in
second language acquisition (SLA). One side of researchers claim that
interlanguages are defective due to local and global impairment while receiving the
input (e.g., Clahsen & Hong, 1995; Beck, 1998). Another group of researchers states
that L2 learners obtain full access to UG (e.g., Flynn & Martohardjono, 1994). Due
to mentioned approaches, there are a lot of different hypotheses with reference to the
part they take in the first language (L1). One hypothesis, Full Transfer/Full Access
Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1996; White, 1989, 1990, 1991), we adopt
as our additional working hypothesis in the present study.

Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1996;
White, 1989, 1990, 1991) states that L1 grammatical properties together with
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parameter setting consist of primary state of L2 acquisition (full transfer), however
during the acquisition process (full access) L2 learners have full access and even

they have an opportunity to reset the parameter.

Full Transfer presupposes that L2ers initial-state grammar is identical to their
L1. The Full Access part of FTFA presupposes that L2 adult learners have full access
to UG, and, hence, can attain native-like competence in the L2’s grammatical
properties. FTFA stands in opposition to Bley-Vroman’s (1989, 1990), Clahsen and
Muysken’s (1986) and Schachter’s (1990,1996) belief that adult learners have no
access to UG. These researchers hypothesise that L2ers learn, rather than acquire, the
target grammar. In particular, instead of acquiring implicit rules of L2, they learn
metalinguistic rules in a classroom setting or induce these rules directly from the
input using non-linguistic problem-solving cognitive mechanisms. The ‘grammar’
they construct is, thus, “fundamentally different” from L1 grammar. A No Access
Theory predicts that L2ers’ should be unable to attain native-like knowledge of
properties that are not explicitly taught in class or that are not easily extractable from
the input. It also predicts the possibility of constructing an interlanguage that is not
UG-constrained, i.e., a grammar that, while being logically plausible, is nonetheless

not a possible human grammar.

In contrast, FTFA predicts that an interlanguage, even when it diverges from
both L1 and L2, should fall within a range of grammars sanctioned by UG. Not only
does FTFA differ from theories that deny access to UG, it also differs from theories
that postulate only indirect access to UG, i.e., through L1 alone (Clahsen and Hong
1995). Note that these theories predict that L2ers can only acquire properties of L2

that are similar to L1, never attaining native-like competence in L2.

FTFA also differs from theories that postulate direct access to UG, but no
transfer from L1 (Flynn 1987, Flynn and Martohardjono 1994, 1995, Martohardjono
1993, Epstein et al 1996), since these theories deny any effects of the L1 grammar on

the interlanguage.

While outlining the framework in which L2 acquisition of Russian aspect will
be analysed, we should mention that in this thesis, we will not take any stand on two
controversial issues in L2: (1) the role of formal instruction; (2) the role of negative

evidence. The question that we will address is whether successful resetting of the
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Telicity parameter from indirect to direct argues in favour of the Full Access part of
the FTFA hypothesis. Slabakova (2005) argues that the ability of English learners to

acquire Russian inner aspect supports FTFA.

hile outlining the framework in which L2 acquisition of Russian aspect will
be analysed, | should mention that in this thesis, | will not take any stand on two
controversial issues in L2: (1) the role of formal instruction; (2) the role of negative
evidence. Following Schwartz and Gubala-Ryzak (1992), I will simply assume that

neither of these plays an important role in L2 acquisition.

C. The Bottleneck Hypothesis

The Bottleneck Hypothesis is suggested by Roumyana Slabakova (2006,
2008,

2013), and takes a glance into the developmental and final stages of L2
acquisition (Slabakova, 2008). The hypothesis supposed that attaining functors is the
most problematic task in L2 acquisition and that attaining of syntax and semantics

occur without problems.

Slabakova (2013) claims that knowledge about narrow syntax, in other words
the linguistic properties associated with word order and phrase interaction comes
before knowledge of functional morphology i.e., operation functions that captures
common phenomena in word inflections. Numerous studies on child L2 and adult
acquisition can present this. These studies can be illustrated in Table 1 (Slabakova,
2008), which measured accuracy of the functional category/inflectional phase. In
particular, the accuracy of the production by speakers with different native languages
were measured in compulsory contexts in English L2. For example, we can name
such studies as Haznedar (2001) examined children with Turkish as their native
language (L1), Lardiere (1998) looked at English second language (L2) grammar of
L1 of Chinese, lonin and Wexler (2002) investigated children with Russian as their
native language (L1). The table presents two vivid divisions: morpho-syntactic
phenomena i.e., 3sg agreement on lexical verbs, past tense, suppletive forms: be
(aux/copula), and syntactic phenomena i.e., overt subjects, nominative case, verb
staying in verbal phrase (VP). Due to results, we can see that investigated properties
of morpho-syntactic phenomena vary from 4.5% to 90%, whereas syntactic
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phenomena have higher results and have accuracy rates between 98% and 100%.
These investigations bring Slabakova (2013) to conclusion that the accuracy rates in

syntax gives more consistent and higher results than morpho-syntactic phenomena.

The discussed issue is supported already with the syntax-before-morphology
view, however later on appeared to contrast the morphology-before-syntax view.
More specifically, the second view assumes that attaining of functors promotes
acquisition of functional categories (Clahsen, Penke, & Perodi, 1993/1994).
However, Slabakova (2013) claims that this view is wrong, and supports it with
results from Table 1, where speakers use their knowledge of syntactic phenomena
related to the functional category IP, in opposition to the functional morphological
phenomena related to the same category with a low accuracy rate. For instance,
Lardiere (1998) states that L2 speakers find it convenient to define the feature
strength, in contrast to verbal morphology, which seems to be not acquired. To
simplify, the knowledge of syntax requires the first place before accurate knowledge
of functional morphology. As a result, Slabakova (2013) put forward one of her main
predictions about the first position of syntax phenomena before knowledge of

functional morphology.

Table 1. Accuracy rate of phenomena related to the functional category IP in
obligatory contexts.

3sg Past Suppletive Overt Nom. Vin
agreementon  tense forms: Be subjects case VP (no
lexical verbs (aux/copula) raising)
Haznedar  46.5% 25.5% 89 % 99 % 99.9 % -
(2001)
loninand 22 % 42 % 80.5 % 98 % - 100 %
Wexler
(2002)
Lardiere 45% 345% 90 % 98 % 100 % 100 %
(1998)

Note: This data was collected on December 10, 2008. Retrieved from:

https://www.degruyter.com/view/title/32356?tab body=overview

Moreover, there is a reason why the discussed issue above argues that in the

challenging process of functional morphology acquisition in contrast to narrow
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syntax (transferable) refers to the learning tasks involved. According to Full
Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (FTFA), it means that narrow syntax has access to
UG or can be acquired by positive transfer, but functional morphology must be
lexically learned (Slabakova, 2013). It is widely known that lexical learning is the
most challenging learning task, and because of that the functional morphology causes
more issues in L2 acquisition than narrow syntax. This view is supported by
declarative/procedural models and Ullmann (2001), who argues that the Functional
Lexicon i.e. functional morphology can be acquired with the help of explicit memory
(or declarative memory), and knowledge of syntax involves the procedural (implicit)
memory. Both types of memory comprise the lasting memory/long-term memory,
where declarative memory is the conscious, and lasting memory is acquired and used

unconsciously (Ullmann, 2001).

In our present paper, we predict that attaining functional morphology can
involve an acquisitional bottleneck for L1 Turkish/L2 Russian speakers. In respect to
our study, the hypothesis predicts that L1 Russians/L2 Turkish speakers should
firstly go through the inflectional morphology that presents semantic and syntactic
dissimilarities in Russian and Turkish languages, and the learners' goal is to learn this
semantic and syntactic (meaning/form) mappings.

1. Acquisition of the Narrow Syntax and Functional Lexicon

Functional lexicon, as a part of the language faculty, encodes the most
language variation due to Minimalist assumption (Chomsky, 2001, 2004, 2005). It is
illustrated in Figure 1, and most importantly this type of lexicon is expressed through

functional morphology, consequently the most language variations.

Concepts
(The Lexicon)

] [ Context (Discourse-pragmatics)

Computional system
(Morpho-syntax)

Scmantics

[ Functional Lexicon ] |

(
L Phonetcs-phonology

Figure 1. The language faculty

Note: The Functional Lexicon is a sub-module of the computational system,

which is where syntactic operations take place (Slabakova, 2013). This figure was
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adopted from Jensen’s study (2016).

Functional categories are the main constituent part of the Functional Lexicon.
Each functional category is bounded with lexical items that are classified in their turn
for formal features (Slabakova, 2013). There are two types of features:
uninterpretable features and interpretable features (semantic). The second is
connected with grammatical meaning, i.e., tense, aspect, gender and they cannot be
excluded before the stage in producing an utterance (Spell-Out). In other words, they
are between the semantic system and the stage of Spell-Out and after it can be
followed with the phonological form (Slabakova, 2006, 2008, 2013). In contrast,
uninterpretable features are connected to the morpho-syntax of a sentence i.e., case
or agreement excluded before Spell-Out stage, and connected just formally in nature
and additionally, carry out about syntactic dependencies rather than contributing to
meaning (Slabakova, 2006, 2008, 2009, 2013). For instance, the morphology in (7)
carries information about the interpretable feature, which is [singular] and about the

uninterpretable features, which are subject-verb agreement (Slabakova, 2013).
(7) The girl walks to school
Interpretable feature: [singular]
Uninterpretable feature: subject-verb agreement

As a result, the L2 learners are supposed to attain the formal features of a
pack of lexical entries in the Functional Lexicon. In particular, when acquiring the
L2 learners trying to find out the particular formal features encoded in target
functional morphology. Slabakova (2013), predicts it to be challenging for L2
learners, because of different variations from language to language, and lack of
transfer from the L1 to the L2.

The discussed issue also claims the fact that there are differences between
languages, in particular the formal features at the functional morphology level, as
well as functional morphology includes a high level of syntactic information
(Slabakova, 2013). It means while L2 learners acquire the target morphology, the
complex L2 syntax is not challenging (Slabakova, 2013). In other words, the
functional morphology is the acquitional bottleneck for L2 learners whereas attaining
syntax and semantics are unproblematic. For instance, wh-movement (8) is an

example of complex syntax, where wh-phrase moves up to the second CP which is
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where it is born (Santorini & Kroch, 2007).
(8) [CP Whati did she say [CP that she was doing ti]]?

To sum up, functional morphology is challenging, because of encoding
grammar’s non-transferable formal features. In order to acquire these formal features

through UG or positive transfer, the formal features must be lexically learned

(Slabakova, 2013). In contrast, narrow syntax can be acquired and transferred
in an easy way, because it goes under universal operations. If it is problematic to
acquire and negative transfer occurs, the learners appeal to UG to restructure their

interlanguage grammar (Slabakova, 2013).

D. The Interface Hypothesis

In this section, we discuss the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006;
Sorace, 2011), which is interested in the final stage of L2 acquisition (Sorace, 2011:
9). The Interface Hypothesis has different predictions about acquisition of difficult
parts of language. In particular, the Interface Hypothesis claims syntax-pragmatics
interface (the syntax-discourse interface) is the most challenging part of L2
acquisition, and even unattainable for L2 learners. For instance, we can observe both
syntactic and pragmatic constraints in the Italian sentences in (9), in which the
discourse defines whether or not the subject can be discarded (Sorace, 2011: 2).

(9) a. Perché Giovanna non é venuta?
“Why didn’t Giovanni come?”

b. Perche __ non ha trovato un taxi
“Because she couldn’t find a taxi”

c. Percheé lei non ha trovato un taxi
“Because she couldn’t find a taxi”
(Sorace, 2011: 3).

Concretely, Italian is a Null Subject (NS) language, it means that the subject
can be dropped or overtly expressed in the sentence due to pragmatic constraints. We
can see in (9a) that the subject is overtly expressed, because it is mentioned first

time. When the subject is mentioned, thus the subject pronoun is dropped (9b),
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because it is connected with one topic and there is no topic shift here (Sorace,
2011:2).

The findings of this study present an interesting relation between Italian
monolinguals and their interpretation of these pronominal subjects. Sorace and
Filiaci’s (2006) found that native speakers accept sentences like (9b), where the
subject is dropped, and near-native speakers of Italian L2 accept both sentences like
(9b) and (9c). Thus, near-native speakers of Italian L2 express the overt anaphora in
the Italian L2 grammar (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006: 340; Sorace, 2011: 2).

Nevertheless, the interpretation of overt subject pronouns was found as the
only difference for L1 and L2 speakers, and the interpretation of the sentences with
null subjects did not differ significantly between near-native and native speakers. For
instance (10), the subject of the higher clause (‘the old woman’) is an antecedent for
the null subject (Sorace, 2011: 2). Sorace and Filiaci’s (2006) claims that for the
interpretation of these structures comprise purely syntactic properties, and because of

this occurrence, that syntactic operations are acquirable.
(10) La vecchiettai saluta la ragazzaj quando PRO attraversa la strada
“The old woman greets the girl when @ crosses the road”
(Sorace, 2011: 2)

Two suggestions were proposed in order to identify the sources of optional
variants in the structures that consist of the syntax-pragmatics interface i.e., the
representational account and the processing resources account. The representational
account claims that near-natives and monolinguals speakers differ from each other at
the level of knowledge representations. The cause is cross-linguistic influence from
one grammar to the other (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006: 340; Sorace, 2011: 12). The
explanation for this is the underestimation of the constraints that define whether a
structure should have an overt subject pronoun, or a null subject (Sorace & Filiaci,
2006: 340; Sorace, 2011: 12). The second account has a contrary view and argues
that near-native L2 speakers and native speakers differ at the level of processing.
Because of different information involved in external interfaces (non-linguistic and
linguistic) that set a barrier in processing these types of sentences, which gives the
optionality in the L2 grammar (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006: 340; Sorace, 2011: 12). In the

following text, we present that the processing resources account most efficiently for
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the patterns of optionality.

Sorace (2011: 13) claims that language with the most economical syntax-
pragmatic system affects the language with the more complex system. It can be
explained in an easier way, where English grammar of L2 learners of Italian
influence on Italian native speakers’ grammar, and as consequence we can observe
an over-extension of overt subject anaphora in Italian L2 (Sorace, 2011: 13).
Technically, the example (11) illustrates that overt anaphora receives the [+Topic
Shift] feature in grammar of the native monolingual Italian speakers. However, in
example (12) near-native L2 speakers of Italian receive both the negative and the
positive value (Sorace, 2011: 13).

(11) Native monolingual grammar:
NULL — [-Topic Shift] OVERT — [+Topic Shift]

(12) Near-native L2 grammar:
NULL — [-Topic Shift] OVERT — [+Topic Shift] OVERT — [-Topic
Shift]

However, the over-extension of overt subjects is found in grammar of L2
speakers of two NS languages i.e., Spanish-Brazilian Portuguese (Guido & Iribarren,
2007), Greek-Spanish (see Margaza & Bel, 2006; Lozano, 2006). As a result, the
representational view is not related to or optionality in L2 grammar (Sorace, 2011:
14).

The processing resources claims that insufficient processing resources are
considered to be the key to the optionality (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006: 341). In
particular, there is the claim that the native speakers show the best interaction than
near-native speakers in integrating the information that comes from different
language domains (Sorace, 2011: 14-20). Accordingly, Sorace (2011) argues that L2
speakers are able to acquire target-like structures that engage exclusively syntactic
operations, because it is easier and consider lack of interfaces. Relatively, Sorace
(2011: 20), argues, though significant L2 evidence supports the view of
compensating by near-native speakers “...occasional failure to compute the correct

syntax-pragmatics mappings in real time”.
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To sum up, according to the Interface Hypothesis, proposed by Storage
(2000) claims that even on high levels /near-native speakers are expected to have
some optionality in production/or uncertainty of choices in comprehension L2
properties of syntactic knowledge with pragmatics and semantic. Later, hypothesis
clarifies new evidence from few studies (Sorace, 2011; Sorace and Serratrice, 2009;
Tsimpli and Dimitrakopolou, 2006) and assumes that external interface involving
syntax and discourse present a particular challenge for L2 attaining, rather than the
internal interfaces with syntax and linguistics modules of grammar i.e., semantics,

lexicon, phonetics, morphology).

According to the IH, the difficulty with Russian aspect lies outside the
domain of ‘narrow’ syntax. We predict that high-level speakers
L1Turkish/L2Russian may exhibit some problems with grammatical aspect which
includes a syntax-discourse interface, rather than lexical aspect, which includes the
internal interfaces (syntax-morphology, syntax-semantics and morphology-

semantics).
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I11.  LINGUISTIC BACKGROUND

In this chapter, we discuss the grammatical and lexical aspect in both
languages and point out the main differences and peculiarities of each aspect type.
Sections 1 and 2 outline the general overview of inner and outer aspect in Russian
and Turkish languages. In section B, we define the differences and main features of
the telicity (lexical aspect) and boundedness (grammatical aspect) with focus on
Vendler’s classification (1967) and situational types (ST) in Russian and Turkish

languages.

A. Aspect

Aspect is a grammatical category that describes the temporal properties of the
situation. For the past 50 years, there has been a lot of research on aspect category
that presents us with a large scope of literature (Vendler, 1967; Comrie, 1976;
Dowty, 1979; Verkuyl, 1972, 1993; Smith, 1997; Krifka, 1989, 1998; Filip, 1999,
2000, 2005; Slabakova, 2001,2005,2013; Borer, 2005; Ramchand, 2008 etc.). For the
purpose of this dissertation, we assume that there are at least two kinds of aspect:
lexical and grammatical. Specifically, due to syntax, an inner/situation aspect is
found within the little vP and outer/ viewpoint aspect or is found outside/above the

little vP. Due to semantic, inner aspect relates to the [+telic] or

[-telic] distinction and outer aspect with the [+bounded] or [-unbounded]
distinction (Depraetere, 1995). From that point of view, we provide an overview of
lexical and grammatical aspect in Russian and Turkish languages below.

1. Lexical and Grammatical Aspect: An overview with a Focus on Russian

There are a number analyses of aspect in Slavic aspect, and in literature
aspect is determined as “the internal temporal structure of events”, that is expressed
by verbs, verbal phrases (VP), sentences (Comrie, 1976; Smith, 1991). The
information that is encoded in aspect, can be lexicalized or be presented with

functional morphology/discourse and importantly, it illustrates whether a
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sentence/phrase/utterance is finished/terminated or an uncompleted (ongoing or
repeating/habitual) event. As we discussed above, there are two types of aspect, let

us have a closer look at each of these types of aspect, starting with inner aspect.

Lexical aspect is presented in literature as so-called “situation” aspect (Smith,
1991) or “inner” aspect (Travis, 1991/ 2000/2010), shows how a predicate (verb
phrase (VVP)) describes a situation. Following the classification proposed by Vendler
(1957), Smith (1991) divides the types of situations into states, activities,
accomplishments, achievements and semelfactives the last type will be not under our
focus). This classification is based on binary (two-sided) values of specific time
signs, such as stability, telicity and longevity. For example, in Smith’s classification,
all situation types are divided into states and events depending on the value of the
feature [tstatic], where states are static and events (i.e., activities, accomplishments,
achievements and semelfactives) are dynamic. The feature [£telic], signaling the
presence or absence of a natural or the estimated endpoint of the event and a change
of state, marks states, activities and semi-active as atelic and accomplishments and
achievements as telic. By the value of the sign [tdurative], states, activities and
accomplishments are characterized as durative, while semi-active and achievements

are instantaneous.

Table 2. Classification of the five situation types based on their specific
properties

Situation Types Examples Temporal Properties
Static Durati Telic
ve

States (3) John lives in Canada. [+] [+] [-]
Activities (4) John was reading. [-] [+] [-]
Accomplishments (5) John ate an apple. [-] [+] [+]
Achievements (6) John got fired. [-] [-] [+]
Semelfactives (7) John coughed. [-] [-] [-]

Note: The table is adapted from Smith (1991), shows the five types of

situation with their various temporal properties represented as binary values.

Grammatical aspect, which is also known as “outer” (Travis, 2000, 2010) or
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“viewpoint:” aspect (Comrie, 1976; Smith, 1991), refers to “the internal temporal
constituency of a situation” (Comrie, 1976). The main difference is between
imperfective and perfective aspect. According to Comrie (1976), imperfective aspect
relates to the internal temporal structure of a situation, where the situation is
considered from the inside, the action is in process. Perfective aspect shows a
completed action, where all parts of a situation are presented as a single immutable
whole. It is possible for perfective forms which are used for internally difficult
situations, which perform some period of time or involve a number of separate
internal phases, to provide that the situation expressed by a perfect verb is considered
as a single complete whole. Richardson (2007: 15) claims that the grammatical
aspect focuses on the time perspective of the event independently of whether its
natural or predicted endpoint has been reached. The examples in (13) are both telic.
In (13a), the focus is on completion (i.e., perfective aspect), while in (13b), the focus
IS on on-going, progressive action (i.e., imperfective aspect).

(13) a. Masharead an article.
b.John was reading an article.

In Russian, grammatical aspect often follows the aspectual variations between
perfective and imperfective types of aspect category, as presented in (14a).

(14)  a. Ivan ¢ital knig-u.lvan read.IMPF book-ACC
“lvan was reading a book.”
b.lvan pro-cital knig-u.
Ivan PF-read book-ACC
“lvan read the book.”

In (14b), the perfective form pro-citat’ “PF-read” is a derivative when the
perfective prefix pro is added to the imperfective form citat’ “read-IMPF” in (14a).
As we can see in (14a), imperfective forms are usually simple and not derived, while
perfective forms are derived from imperfectives via prefixation, as in (14b). In
Russian, each imperfective verb can have its aspectual perfective analogue. Borik
(2006) proves that because perfect prefixes are used as morphological markers of
perfectivity in Russian, grammatical aspect in Russian is morphological and is
encoded in the verb morphology. It should be mentioned that not all perfective verbs
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are morphologically complex and not all imperfective verbs are morphologically
simple. For example, Forsyth (1970) and Borik (2006) made a list of a number of
perfective verbs that are simple and not derived, such as kupit’ “buy.PF”. Moreover,
there is the phenomenon of secondary imperfectives (SI) (see Table 3), which are
widely discussed in the literature on aspect in Russian (see e.g., Ramchand, 2004,
Borik, 2006; Richardson, 2007). SI forms are morphologically complex forms
derived from perfective prefixed verbs, to which imperfective morphology is affixed,;

see example (15) below.
(15) a. pro-cita-t’
PF-read-INF “to have read”
b.pro-¢it-yva-t’

PF-read-SI-INF “to have been reading”

Table 3. Morphological types of Russian verbs

Verbal form Imperfective (IMP)  Perfective (PERF) Secondary
imperfectives (SI)

Order of affixes Root-AGR preverb-root-AGR preverb-root-va-
AGR
Example ital-1 “read-IMP” pere- ita-l “reread- pere- it -va-l
PERE” reread- Sl

Note: The table is adopted from Nossalik’s study (2008:¢" 95).c c'i

To make things even more difficult, Russian has a very diverse system of
prefixes, that except for marking perfectivity can also mark telicity (i.e., the natural
or intended endpoint of an event). The 28 prefixes introduced into the grammar of
the Russian Academy (Borik, 2006) function as morphological markers of one of the
following: (i) perfectivity and telicity without any changes to the lexical meaning of
a prefixed verb, (ii) perfectivity and telicity with changes to the lexical meaning of a
prefixed verb; (iii) perfectivity but not telicity. For example, the imperfective stem
pisat’ “write.IMPF” merges with the following prefixes: na-, pod-, po- yielding

perfective forms, such as na-pisat’ “PF-write”, pod-pisat’ “PF-write” “sign” and po-
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pisat’ “PF-write” (for a while). The prefix na- is the marker of telicity and
perfectivity, the prefix pod- changes the lexical meaning of the verb from “write” to
“sign” in addition to denoting perfectivity and telicity, and the prefix po-‘marks
perfectivity but not telicity. The classification of Russian prefixes with the

corresponding illustration is presented in Table 4 below:

Table 4. Classification of Russian Prefixes

Prefix

Example

Telic prefix: [+perfective, +telic],

e.g., the prefix na- marks telicity and

perfectivity.

Lexical prefix: [+perfective, +telic,
+new lexical meaning], e.g. the prefix
pod-, marks telicity and perfectivity in
addition to changing the meaning of the

verb.

Super lexical prefix:

[+perfective, -telic], e.g., the prefix po-,

(16) a. na-pisat’ PF-write

b. Ivan na-pisal pis’mo za ¢as Ivan PF-wrote
letter in hour “Ivan wrote the letter in an hour.”
(17) a. pod-pisat’ PF-write “sign”

b. lvan pod-pisal dokument za

minute lvan PF-wrote document in minute “Ivan

signed the document in a minute.”

(18) a. po-pisat” PF-write

b. lvan po-pisal pis’mo poléasa

which marks perfectivity but not telicity. Ivan PF-wrote letter half an hour “lvan was

engaged in letter writing activity for half an

hour (and the letter was not finished).”

11 In general, there are no distinguishing imperfective verbs from secondary
(SI) imperfective verbs. Grammarians refer to them as imperfectives. These two
verbal forms behave in the same way, however they are structurally different. In our

study, in the SE test, we test this type of verbs as well.
Note: The table is adopted from Lenchuk’s study (2016: 20)

The example in (16) presents referring to perfectivity, the prefix na- marks
the predicate as perfective. In terms of telicity, the prefix na- applies to an endpoint
and a change of state. The event of writing the letter has reached its endpoint after
which it cannot continue. In (17) the prefix pod- marks the predicate as perfective. In
terms of telicity, this prefix shows an endpoint and a change of state. The event of
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signing the document has reached its endpoint after which it cannot continue. When
pod- is prefixed to the verb pisat’ “write”, its meaning is changed to “sign”. In (18),
the prefix po- denotes the predicate as perfective. In terms of telicity, the prefix po-
does not impose an endpoint and a change of state because the predicate is [- telic].
Posignifies that execution of the action, such as writing, for a while does not reach its
endpoint and may continue for some time in the future. What matters for telicity is
the presence of a perfective prefix that functions as a telicity marker. We can observe

it in example (19):
(19) a. Kolya jel pirog-@ [+telic] Kolya ate.IMPF pie-ACC
“Kolya was eating pie.”
b. Kolya s-jel pirog-@ [+telic]
Kolya PF-ate pie-ACC
“Kolya ate the pie.”
c. Kolya jel kusocek-@ pirog-a. [-telic]
Kolya ate.IMPF piece-ACC pie-GEN
“Kolya was eating a piece of pie/Kolya used to eat a piece of pirog.”

In (19a), the unprefixed imperfective verb jest’ “eat.IMPF” is set with the
non-quantized determiner phrase (DP) object tort “cake”, and in (19c¢), it is combined
with the quantized DP object kusocek torta “piece of cake”. Both predicates in (19a)
and (19c) are interpreted as [- telic]. The prefixed perfective verb s-jela’ “PF-ate” is
set with the non-quantized object tort “cake” in (19b), and in (19d), it is combined
with the quantized DP object kusocek torta “piece of cake”. Both predicates are
interpreted as [telic]. This example shows that, what changes the status of the event
from [- telic] in (194, c) to [telic] (19b, d) in Russian is not the status of the DP object
as quantized or non-quantized but rather the addition of the perfective prefix s- to the
imperfective stem of the verb jest’” “eat.IMPF”. According to Richardson (2007: 96),
the most perfective prefixes in Russian (e.g., the prefix s- in the example (19b, d)
function as telicity markers and change the lexical aspect of the predicate from
[telic], as in (19a, c) to [telic], as in (19b, d). In Russian, telicity is compositional
since the telicity of a predicate depends on the temporal properties of a verb (i.e.,
stative vs. dynamic) and the presence/absence of a perfective prefix that frequently
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functions as a telicity marker.

In this section, we have established the following. At first, we discuss lexical
and grammatical aspect (two different categories which describe the temporal
properties of events) overview with a focus on Russian. Moreover, lexical/inner
aspect shows a predicate as [telic] or [- telic], while the grammatical aspect denotes a
predicate as imperfective or perfective as [bounded]or [- bounded]. Quoting Borik
(2006), “(a)telicity and (im)perfectivity are independent aspectual phenomena of
different levels and should be used independently”. Secondly, in Russian, the
grammatical aspect is morphologically realized by affixation to the verb. Thirdly,
after Borik (2006) and Slabakova (2005), a verbal prefix in Russian usually function
as a perfectivity and telicity marker; by the way, there are some prefixes (e.g., the
prefix po- in examples (18a, b) of Table 4) that function as perfectivity but not
telicity markers. We further discuss the relationship between perfectivity and telicity,
which is important for the study of the dissertation.

2. Lexical and Grammatical Aspect: An Overview with a Focus on Turkish

In the last 50 years, traditional grammar books agreed with the absence of
sections dealing with the aspect and modality systems of the Turkish language. A lot
of Turkish grammarians did not touch on these subjects and with a rise of problems
in the confusing grammar system, Dilacar (1974: 165) invited grammarians to
include this subject not only in grammar books but in course books as well. Finally,
Dilagar’s call was answered in 2005. This issue was solved with the publication of
Goksel and Kerslake (2005).

Turkish is rich in inflectional morphology and its main role is to show the
relations between parts in a sentence. Turkish marks case, number and possession
while person suffixes as well as Tense-Aspect-Modality (TAM) markers are devoted
the verbs (Goksel & Kerslake, 2005; Ketrez, 2012; Kornfilt, 1997).

Under the category of Tense/Aspect/Modality (TAM) markers, most of the
suffixes have double or triple functions in Turkish (Ketrez, 2012). A tense marker
has at the same time function as an aspect or a modality marker (Goksel & Kerslake,
2005; Kornfilt, 1997). However, it is possible to rank them according to their own

functions under the tense, aspect and mood categories.
The category of ‘tense’ in Turkish has two basic tenses: past tense assigned
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with the suffixes, —(y)Dland —MIS, and non-past tense marked with the so-called
Present Tense marker —(l)yor and the Future Tense marker -(y)AcAK (Goksel &
Kerslake, 2005). In addition, defined as “... various ways of reviewing the internal
temporary constituency of a situation” (Comrie, 1978). “Aspects” in Turkish are
divided into three categories that include “perfect” which presents a past
situation/completed event, “perfective” that refers to the events seen from the outside
and “imperfective” which expresses continuous event aspects (Comrie, 1978;
Kornfilt, 1997). “Sense modality” is expressed as the status of the transferred
knowledge (e.g., whether it is known, heard, deduced etc.) bearing in mind a time
reference (GoOksel & Kerslake, 2005).

The TAM markers namely -A/lr (Imperfective/Habitual Aspect and Generic
Meaning marker or also called Aorist), -mls (Past Tense and Perfective Aspect
marker), - DI (Past tense and Perfective Aspect marker),-(1)yor (Imperfective Aspect
and Present Tense marker) and - (y)AcCAK (Future marker) are considered with

reference to all of their functions.

The Turkish language is one of the best described languages of the world.
Incidentally, there are different grammatical analyses’ variations of Turkish. Thus,
the Turkish language does not indicate aspectuality in all morphological contexts
with particular suffixes in all morphological contexts (Kornfilt, 1997; Goksel &
Kerslake, 2005). It doesn’t mean that the Turkish language does not have an
aspectual system. For example, Perfective form (PERF) which indicates the framing
of the event as completed or in past situation (Comrie, 1976: 52), and it is marked by
a morpheme -DI (2a) and — MIS (Goksel & Kerslake,

2005).

(20) Hasan balig-1 ye-di.

Hasan fish-ACC eat-PAST

“Hasan ate the fish.” Past tense interpretation

“Hasan has eaten the fish.” Perfect aspect interpretation
(Kornfilt 1997: 349)

Turkish has a leading marker —(I)yor, which stands for Imperfective aspect
in the Turkish language. We should mention that the verbal suffix —(l)yor is
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categorized as progressive marker (Lewis, 1967). Besides, some scientists as for
example Erguvanli-Taylan (2002) suggested that this suffix is supposed to be
classified as an imperfective marker. In addition, the —(l)yor attached to the stative
verbs, gives ideally meaning (21a); but with a dynamic verb it gives a progressive
meaning (21b) (Ozbek, 2011: 7 ). Moreover, the suffix —(1)yor, Imperfective aspect
in Turkish can be presented with such suffixes as —-mAKktA as in “galis-1-yor-du” and —
(A/Dr and by the past copular marker —(y)DI as in “iki saat ¢alig-di-m” (Goksel &
amp; Kerslake, 2005).

(21) a. Continuous aspect of a stative verb:

Ali Ayse-yi tan-1yor.

Ali Ayse-ACC know-PROG ‘Ali knows Ayse.
b. Continuous aspect of a non-stative verb:

Ali televizyon izli-yor. Ali television watch-PROG Ali is watching television.
c. Ingressive aspectAli yat-1yor.

Ali lie down-PROG

Ali is going to bed (now).

(Ozbek, 2011: 7)

The Vendler categories (1967) are very recognized and the best known in
tense-aspect studies (see Table 5). These categories are undoubtedly universal and
have been applied to describe Indo-European languages such as Russian and non-
Indo-European languages such as Turkish (Depci, 2013: 162). However, this
typology can be adopted to Turkish language, yet it may have some language-
specific variations in the attaining of temporal/aspectual (T/A) features and

situational types (ST).
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Table 5. Vendler-categories (quadripartite)

[+ Definite] / [xProcess]  [- Process] [+ Process]
[- Definite] State Activity
[+ Definite] Achievement Accomplishment

Note: We use Vendler’s four-typed typology of verbs in present paper (Depci,
2013: 162).

Until [+processes] are happening in a period of time [- processes] are
situations in which one deals with moments of time. Vendler pointed out that the
distinction between [- Definite] and [+ Definite] as, [+ Definite] is the value of
sentences that consist of unique different units which are vital in changing sentences.
[Definite] is used for sentences in which these unique temporal units are not

meaningful, by any means (Vendler, 1967).

We can observe three semantic features in Table 6 below such as: dynamicity,

telicity, and punctuality using Vendler’s four categories semi-active (Vendler, 1967).

Table 6. Semantic features of inherent aspect

Feature State  Activity = Accomplishment  Semelfactive ~ Achievement

Dynamic - + + + +
Punctual - - - + +
Telic - - + - +

Note: The table is adopted from Smith’s article (1991). (Smith, 1991: 30).
Additional category was added by Smith after general Vendler’s typology of verbs
(1967).

As you can see in Table 6, states are non-dynamic while activities,
achievements and semi-actives are dynamic. Achievements and semi-actives are
punctual, but all other categories are continued. Achievements are telic while
activities, states and semi-actives are atelic (non-telic)/ [- telic]. It deserves our
attention that a [telic] predicate has a proper or natural endpoint. That’s why, write a

book, walk to the store, win a race, are [telic] while activity verbs such as lough,
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swim and work are [telic]. Such verbs have no proper endpoint.

Telicity can be influenced by additional argument with its semantic nature.
Telic interpretation starts when this argument is quantized as in (22a). As we can see
“a burger” is a singular countable noun which shows that the object is a quantized
amount of substance, a stopping point for the event in sentence (22a) that means all
the contacts in question are used. On the contrary, incremental theme predicates with

mass or plural nouns have [-telic] interpretation (22b).
(22) a. Olya ate a burger in an hour.
b. Olya ate burgers for half an hour.

Incidentally it has been proved (for Slavic languages, Filip, 1999; Tatevosov,
2002; for Greek, Sioupi, 2002) that aspect does not always correspond to proposed
Krifka's generalization. Turkish refers to these languages. For example, in the
Turkish language, indefinite count singular incremental theme arguments might be
treated as trans numeral or incorporated noun phrases (NPs). So, everything depends
on the context in which they take place. Aksan (2004) states that in Turkish bare and
quantized uses, in particular the countable object noun phrases in Turkish can
influence on different interpretations of incremental theme arguments. In other

words, this study supports the claim about context-dependent telicity.

Vendler’s verb classification (1967) has been generally recognized and used
in various languages. Although his classification of verbs is frequently used, it has
been an object of investigation in the term of aspect and reviewed by linguists for
decades. Based on his classification, for example, Kenny (1963) makes a separation
between verbs that have no continuous tense (“States”) and verbs' that have
(“Activities” and “Performances”). While Vendler uses a four-section division,
Kenny (1963) offers three-section division and an individual class that combines all

other classes than States and Activities: Events.

Analyzing the categories of inherent aspect of for a better understanding the
meanings of the the studied markers what is being studied is crucial. When adapting
in Turkish, inherent aspect and verb morphology according to Mourelatos’ proposal

in Vendler’s terms is given in Table 7.
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Table 7. Inherent aspect and verb morphology in Turkish

Situation
Inherent aspect  State Process Event
State activity Achievement / Accomplishment
Morphology - (hyor  -(l)yor - dl, -mls (situations that have resulted)

(Dyor (process on the point of resulting)

Note: The table was adopted from Depci’s article (2013: 160)

In this table, the “situation” means the situation in the real world is outlined
by linguistic expressions (i.e., inherent aspect and the morphology). Although static
situations that do not involve change are called “state”, situations involving changes
marked “Process” and “State”. Attracting change, while the event refers to situations
that have already led to another state at the control time, Process refers to situations
that actually occur during the control time and not including the culmination of

change.

In Turkish, both in the cases of State and Process, state and activity verbs
with - (I)yorcan be used, and in the case of Event, either past morphology or -(l)yor
can be used with achievement verbs. This may vary depending on what it means. In
the case of effective value, past morphemes should be used to explain resultant state.
If you see an ongoing action and a process that leads to punctuality of Achievement
is focused, -(I)yor needs to be used.

Russian and Turkish languages have distinctions in the grammar system,
because belonging to different language families, these differences arise most firmly
in aspect and tense categories of both languages. In the Russian language the aspect
category can be explained as a way of witnessing the event by the speaker. To
express this differently, aspect category is used to show whether the action was
successful or continues. In this regard, although verbs-infinitives refer to two various
types in Russian (imperfective and perfective verbs), this is a feature that becomes

more apparent in the conjugation.

If we look at the list of conjugated verbs below, we can observe the instances
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of how verbs are conjugated in both aspects’ categories.

Table 8. Different types in Russian (imperfective and perfective verbs)

Imperfective verb Perfective verb In English
YuraTh IpounTath Read
[Tucatp Jlonmcatp Write
Baputs HoBaputhb Boil
MbITh IToMbITH Wash
Bestu ITpuBe3tn Bring

In this sense, an aspect that has the same meaning “vid” (Bum) in Russian
shows an inner meaning, which is more often seen in suffixes, and not in the form of

an infinitive.

In general, the verbal aspects represent whether the action performed is
simple or complicated involving several divided acts, its effectiveness is distributed
in time and space. Lets us demonstrate the difference between the parties in the Table
9 below (Gvozdev, 1973).

Table 9. The aspect differences

1. The verbal forms indicate the E.g., cessTb-mocesiTh — tOSOW; BBITIOIHSThH-
completion of the action or its BoimostHuTh — tofulfil
continuation without completion

2. That the action starts with one act and E.g., cTy4aTh-CTYKHYTh-TIOCTYKHBATh — tO
includes several types of such acts knock “from time to time”; KOJOTB,
KOJIbHYTh, OKAIBIBAaTh — t0 Sting

3. The shortness or duration of the action in  E.g., cTostn-mocrosut-nocrauBain — tostand
time

- the restriction of the duration or its absence E.g., xoauts-mmoxomuts — to go, walk

- the movement in one or different directions E.g., nerers-nerars — tofly
or without indication of direction

Note: The table is created due to the Gvozdevs’ explanation on aspect
differences (1973: 306)

In Russian, the imperfective and perfective verbs are characterized by
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pronounced grammatical distinctions and have corresponding grammatical

categories.

Peshkovski (1956) proves that aspect category illustrates how an *action”,
“situation” or “incident”, etc. shown by the verb appeared over a period of time or as
it is divided into periods of time (Peshkovskiy, 1956: 105). Briefly speaking, the
category of aspect and the category of time are closely interrelated.

As already mentioned, the main features of verbs in their non-finite forms
change when they are conjugated. Dilacar (1974) presents these differences in his
study “Manner of Action and Aspect in Turkish Verbs and Our Grammar Books* as
part of the solution of these peculiarities, in particular in Turkish language and other
world languages. Dilacar (1974) has separated the forms of verbs (infinitive and
conjugated) into groups: manner of action and aspect. He states that verbs in
infinitive forms are objective and conjugated are subjective. In accordance, the verb
meaning (a manner of action) in the infinitive form relates to natural points and
because of it is objective. Aspect, on the contrary, it is a transfiguration in the
process and the meaning of the verb conjugation by the speaker (Dilacar, 1974: 161).
Aspect can be defined as the speaker’s attempt to describe the events that he or she
witnessed subjectively. In that case, infinitive verbs fall into two distinct categories
(perfective and imperfective) in the Russian language, this is a feature that can be

most clearly seen in the conjugation.

In addition, the infinitive form is associated with *“action methods of verbs” in
Russian. At this point, Dilacar (1974: 161) shows the following examples:
bashiyorum (I am starting - Haunnaro) and yiiriiyorum (I am walking - ugy). “(...)
suffix —yor in Turkish marks continuation, the continuity in these verbs is not the
same, the verb “to start” cannot be constant, while the verb “to walk” is every time in
progress/ongoing” (Dilagar, 1974: 163). We can point to the similar observations for
Russian verbs “Haunnaro” and “umy.” Both verbs relate to imperfective type of verb
and indicate the present continuous tense, which mean the persistency, the verb
“naumHato” does not involve persistency in its internal meaning, when “nmay”

includes the value of continuity.

The Russian language’ action methods indicate different temporal, procedural
and effective distinctions of action, which use overt morphology as prefixes and

suffixes. These categorizing is absent in the Turkish language and is presented by
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Klein (1994) as a separate category. He defines the predicates according to the action
category, in other terms the infinitive verbs, as “aktionsart of a verb,” which state for

the verb’s lexical meanings.

Namely, predicates consisting of the identical lexical meanings are not
declared by various grammatical means in perfective and imperfective types of
aspects. In Turkish, the infinitive verbs can introduce both types of grammatical
aspect i.e., PERF and IMPF meanings (gelmek/to come, bitirmek/to finish,
baslamak/to start, and so on). Aspect characteristics/meanings/connotations of verbs
in the Russian language presented in the tenses, which denotes how and when the

action takes place in the Turkish language.

B. Telicity Versus Boundedness. The compositionality of Telicity and

Boundedness: An Example from Russian and Turkish

As we discussed above, telicity as the semantic feature appears in the
inner/lexical aspect. Grammatical aspect involves two types of aspect i.e., Perfective
and Imperfective with its event boundaries that are related to the semantic feature
boundedness. Due to Vendler’s classification of verbs’ types, there are: states and

activity verbs with [- telic] value and achievements and accomplishments with
[+telic] value.
Let us quickly examine) at a verbs’ typology in the Russian and Turkish
languages.
1. States

Stative verbs or describe changeless situations involving absence of internal
structure, e.g., know, love, be happy (Dowty’s, 1979). They are called states, because
of lack of dynamicity nature they describe instants (Rothstein, 2004). Additionally,

they lack a causative vP projection. Moreover, states are [-telic] (23), lack an AspQP:

23) STATES: like, love, know, live
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HOLDER /\

A\ DP/AP

Figure 2. VVp projection of States: like, love, know, like

VP projection encodes a state, in other words subject in its specifier position
is as the HOLDER of the state, while the internal argument as its complement
position (Ramchand, 2008).

In Russian, states verbs specify their telicity in lexicon (lexicalized) and they
are marked as [- telic], because of lack of inherent limits.

In theTurkish language, there is a difference between states, i.e., lexical verbs
and non-verbal states which can appear with the time marker-DIr and need the

auxiliary verb ol- to show an initial reading, i.e., a change into a new state (24).
24) a. Solomon Israil’de-dir.
Solomon-NOM Isarel-LOC-COP-3sg
“Solomon is in Israel.”
b. Ferat buglin ev-de.
Ferat-NOM today home-LOC-3sg

“Ferat is in the home today.”

2. Achievements

Achievements are non-action events that present as a change of state/instants
(Rothstein, 2004) and they do not have the process’ extent, e.g., kick, find, win,
reach (Vendler, 1967; Comrie, 1976; Smith, 1997; Rothstein, 2004). Achievements
have inherent limits, so they are [+telic] (25), thus telicity is specified in the lexicon

(Iexicalized) in Russian.
25)  a. Peter is finding the keys.

b. John is recognizing Kelly.
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The non-dynamic achievements show that they are like states, lacking a

causative sub-event. In other words, the little vP projection, in their structure.

26) ACHIEVEMENTS: find, recognize, die, forget

AspQP —> telic

N

UNDERGOER AspQ’
AspQ VP
BECOME
[quantity] PN
THEME  V’
v AP

Figure 3. Vp projection of Achievements:find, recognize, die, forget

In Turkish, achievements are presented through the inceptive, terminative or
completive super-lexical morphemes as in (27-28). because achievement verbs are

lacking in an internal stage as presented by those morphemes.
27) Al tepe-ye ulas-ma-ya *bagla-di.
“Ali *began reaching the top.”
28) Al tepe-ye ulas-ma-y1 *birak-t1./*bitir-di.
“Ali *stopped/*finished reaching the top.”

(Guven, 2012: 188)

3. Activities

Activities, unlike states and achievements, are dynamic predicates. Activities
process to intervals rather than instants and are dynamic. They can appear in

progressive state:
(29) a. Bill is running.
b. Peter is reading books.

Moreover, activities, like states, can present the behavior of atelic verbs. They

do not have inherent limits [—telic]:
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(30) a. Bill ran for 2 hours.
b. Peter read books for 122 an hour.

However, dynamic activities and accomplishments predicated together with
incremental themes are estimated in the lexicon as [ttelic]. For instance, in Russian
the predicate takes its telicity value by composition (prefix) as a set of the meaning
of the root word and the internal structure of the whole predicate. In Turkish, we rely
on the direct object that works together with the verb and defines telicity: with a
mass or bare plural noun the predicate is [—telic], if it is an object overtly modified
by quantifier receives a [+telic] value.

4. Accomplishments

Accomplishments are dynamic processes that influence a change of
state/intervals, e.g., walk to school, knit a sweater (Vendler, 1967; Comrie, 1976;

Smith, 1997; Rothstein, 2004). Accomplishments have inherent limits, are [+telic].

In Turkish, accomplishments may emerge in imperative and control structures

as in (31) and (32). Accomplishments are successful with the in an hour adverb (33).

With the for an hour adverb as in (33) [telic] accomplishments are changing

into
[-telic] activities.
31) Ali park-a yiri/duvar-1 boya!
Ali-NOM park-DAT walk-IMP-2sg/wall-ACC paint-IMP-2sg
“Ali, walk to the park/paint the wall!”
(32) Ali park-a hizla/yavas yavag/bile bile ytirti-du.
“Ali walked to the park quickly/slowly/intentionally.”
(33) Ali park-a *bir saat boyunca/bir saatte/*saat onda yuru-du.
“Ali walked to the park *for an hour/in an hour/*at ten.”

(Guven, 2012: 189) Recent investigation declares that natural languages
conceal aspectual information syntactically. There are two not comparable
projections according to the syntactic approach to aspect: a vP-internal or inner

aspect projection and a vP-external or outer aspect projection (AspP) (Verkuyl, 1993;
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Travis, 1994; Borer, 2005; Ramchand, 2008).

The lexical aspect shows the [x telic] difference, the grammatical aspect
converts the [+bounded] and [-unbounded] characteristics (Depraetere, 1995;
Slabakova, 2001).

Following Nossalik (2009), a verbal predicate can achieve a telic sense by
installation the two universal syntactical conditions: “(1) the vP-internal Quantity
phrase (AspQP) should be consumed into the verbal structure and (2) the open
appraise of the AspQo should be attributed range or, otherwise, the verbal predicate

in AspQo should get the [quantity] (i.e., telic) value.”

Correspondingly, Nossalik (2009) provides the group of elements that can
allow the consolidation of an AspQP is universal. Owing to this exact, the languages
define their telicity within an AspQP cross-linguistically. There are two telicity-

attribution mechanisms among languages: direct and indirect (Borer, 2005).

In Russian, a finite verb obtains the telicity value forwardly, from an
aspectual morpheme (preverb) that goes onto the AspQp. Accordingly, this
indication is sent to the DP in [Spec, AspQP], because of spec-head arrangement. For
Turkish the mechanism is indirect, and the finite verb reaches the [quantity] through
spec-head agreement, from a quantity DP in [Spec, AspQP].

There is the main tool for indicating telicity and this is a specific prefix on the
verbal form. It is a kind of marking for Slavic languages (e.g., Ukrainian, Russian,
Polish). Notable, that the object’s quantization is not a focus for compositional
telicity for activities and achievements with Incremental Theme objects in Slavic
languages (Slabakova, 2005). This is the direction, where we will focus on Russian,

the language whose acquisition of aspect is studied.

In Russian, the main part of Russian dynamic verbs can arise in two aspectual
kinds: imperfective (IMP) or perfective (PERF). For example, the perfective aspect is
assigned with a prefixed verb, such as “do-pisat” (finished writing) while the
imperfective aspect uses the same root without a prefix like “pisat’” (was writing,
write). Where simple form of verbs (Imperfective verbs) are atelic (e.g., ¢init” stul
“fix the chair”) and at the same time the perfective form is telic (e.g., po-¢init’ stul
“fix the chair”) (Brecht, 1984; Paducheva, 1990, among others).

As we mentioned, the preverbs can modify the basic meaning of the root they
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committed to pisat’ “write-P1” vs. dopisat’ “write-PERF” and the root with a extra
significance or shades of meaning, e.g., pisat’ “write-PI” vs. perepisat’” “rewrite-
PERF". In addition, we set aside the prefixes that are changing the meaning of the
verbs as well as the secondary incomplete morpheme -yva-, that are also given in

Russian for additional research (Slabakova, 2005).

As a conclusion, it should be mentioned that telicity value in Russian verbs is

demonstrated in perfective prefix and does require object quantization (34a).

Russian, dynamic verbs get their telicity value compositionally (a complex of

marks of the root and the morphological organization of the whole predicate).
(34) a. Kolya jel pirog-@ [-telic] Kolya ate.PAST pie-ACC
“Kolya was eating pie.”
b. Kolya s-jel pirog-@ [+telic]
Kolya PF-ate pie-ACC
“Kolya ate the pie.”
C. Kolya jel kusoéek-@ pirog-a. [-telic]
Kolya ate.IMPF piece-ACC pie-GEN
“Kolya was eating a piece of pie/Kolya used to eat a piece of pirog.”
d. Kolya s-jel kusocek-@ pirog-a. [-telic]
Kolya PF-ate. piece-ACC pie-GEN
“Kolya was eating a piece of pie/Kolya used to eat a piece of pirog.”

We should acknowledge that the verbs in (34c) are [+telic] regardless of the
fact that they emerge with non-quantity internal reasons. In Russian, a quantity DP
cannot appropriately license and AspQP saying that Russian disadvantages indirect

telicity assignment (Nossalik, 2009).

There are two ways of “formation” telicity that have been determined in the
literature (Krifka, 1992; 1998; Verkuyl, 1972, 1993, 1999). As sustained by Krifka
(1989), telicity feature shows a planning between the structure of an internal
argument of a verb and the structure of the occasion indicated by the verb. The

semantic basic of the object argument has a straight resulting telicity. Telic
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explanation begins when the object or unit argument is defined (as a singular count, a
definite plural or quantitative noun) as in (35a). Since ‘the apple” indicates a definite
amount of concrete apple, an endpoint with “in x time" adjustment for the depicted
event in (35a) can be described as the sign at which all the content in question is
using. In other cases, uncountable objects (35b) do not consider a telic definition and
show an [-telic] element with “for x time” modification, which have no end point.

(35) a. Elif armu-ru yermi dakika boyunca yedi [-Telic]
Elif pear-acc 20 minute long eat-past-3sg

‘Elif ate the rear for twenty minutes.’

b. Elif armu-tu yirmi dakika-da ye-di [+Telic]

Elif pear-acc 20 minute long eat-past-3sg.

" Elif ate the pear for twenty minutes.

A telic rendering in Turkish starts when amounts as a singular count, a
definite plural or quantificational noun activate quantity peculiarity to the verbal

predicate that actions into the AspQ.

To summarise, Russian verbal system, Turkish speakers have to readjust the

telicity argument from indirect to direct.
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IV. PREVIOUS RESULTS ON THE ASPECT iN L2
ACQUISITION

The chapter is structured in the following way. Section A provides a
description of the general research agenda of generative SLA and the major previous
results that are proposed on the aspect in L2 acquisition. Section B presents a review
of the two studies conducted within the generative framework by Slabakova (2005)
and Nossalik (2009) that investigate the acquisition of aspect by adult English
speakers who are learners of L2 Russian. To the best of our knowledge, there are no
studies on the acquisition of aspect by L1 Turkish/L2 Russians developed within the

generative framework.

A. Previous Results on the Aspect in L2 Acquisition

Over the last decade, the syntactic representation was the focus in generative
second language acquisition (SLA), exploring to what measure the principles and
parameters that are the main elements of Universal Grammar constraints second
language attaining. This side of research has studied the attaining of the words’
forming and their relations and syntaxis of L2 functional categories. In particular, the
scientists have investigated understanding and consumption of L2 inflectional
morphology that changes the forms of the forms (inflectional) in line with L2
learners’ knowledge of characteristics, which refers to restrictions on syntax motion
(Flynn, & Martohardjono, 1996; Haznedar & Schwartz, 1997; Lardiere, 1998, 2000;
Prevost & White, 2000; Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1996).

Recently, this focus has expanded to the questions about interface’s levels,
how it is acquired, and which mechanisms are working (Juffs & Harrington, 1995).
Recent analysis focuses on the semantic aspect category of L2 acquisition aiming to
investigate the learners’ judgments on choice appointment to the arrangement of
words, phrases, and clauses in a sentence in SLA (Dekydtspotter, Sprouse, &
Anderson, 1997). After these investigations, second language researchers started to

learn the attaining of lexical semantics and its cooperation with argument
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organization and grammatical morphology (Juffs, 1996; Hirakawa, 1999; Montrul,
1997, 1999; Sorace, 1995, 2000).

Investigation on the L2 acquisition of aspect comes into limits in this field.
Aspect category is directly connected with event’ internal temporal features and can
be identified through the aspect qualities i.e., the event is ongoing or completed
(Chung & Timberlake, 1985). Aspect can be codified in VP (verb phrase) as lexical
aspect or as the grammatical aspect, that appears in such forms as the progressive or

simple past morphemes.

Inner aspect is a brainchild of Vendler’s (1967) acknowledged four-classes
typology of verb phrases. This typology presents stative verbs (which are in process
however inconsistent with the progressive), activities (which are continuous and have
no pointed end), accomplishments (which lack an exact end point), and achievements

(which happen instantly, with short or no duration).

It is commonly known that there is a connection between two forms of aspect
(lexical aspect and grammatical aspect). This resulted in different explanations due to

the lexical class of the verb.

Extensive investigations have showed that the L2 acquisition of aspect
markers from a functional point of view, taking into consideration the observation
evidence of the Primacy of Aspect Hypothesis (Antinucci & Miller, 1976; Bloom,
Liftner, & Hafitz, 1980; Bronckart & Sinclair, 1973; Andersen, 1991; Shirai, 1991;
Salaberry, 1997; Li & Shirai, 2000). Followers of the Primacy of Aspect
(henceforward POA) model debate that lexical semantic classes lead learners on
early stages to produce the morphology of inflection. In particular, the POA model
suggested the four unions taking into consideration the verb’ lexical class and
grammatical marking i.e., that progressive morphology in progress-oriented
languages forms must be used with activity verbs and just only after that

accomplishment and achievement verbs can be used.

Those unions and suggestions mentioned above are tracing in a prototype
theory (Rosch, 1973). In accordance with that theory, each linguistic category has its
own best example of prototypes, which have common features with others
categories. Every category consists of members, which have some common

characteristics with others. Due to L2 acquisition, the theory proposes that the
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children and second language learners start to attain a category with the prototype
and just after that they acquire peripheral members. Li and Shirai (2000) state that
the prototype for the category “progressive” is as “ongoing action,” which applies for
the semantic properties as [+dynamic] and [-telic]. If children and second language
learners limit the semantic figuring of the progressive to these characteristics, after
that verbs which do not face this reference will not be labeled with the progressive
marker. This will state why learners at the early stages might limit their use of

labeling progressive markers to the class of activity verbs.

The POA variant offers that the explanations mentioned above be universal.
Investigators have examined these unions in languages that differ in their typology
and have debated that their conclusions support the requirements presented above (Li
& Shirai, 2000).

One of the significant moments in SLA is that suppositions based on the POA
theory do not usually accept the mother tongue of L2 learners into account
(Slabakova, 2002). As the POA does not provide that L1 transmission will play a
role, contrasts in types between languages and specifically L1 and L2 differences in

the creation of study questions and prognosis.

Investigators working in generative L2 acquisition have paid much attention
to attaining linguistic grammatical and lexical zones of second language properties.
Slabakova and Montrul (2002) explored the achievements of the Spanish
imperfective opposition by English native speakers. Spanish presents the
grammatical aspect morphologically: the preterits anterior (or simply past tense in
Spanish) (36a) perfective aspect is presented and denotes completed or limited
events. Besides the imperfect as in (36b) shows ongoing process and denotes
unlimited or uncompleted events. English does not coincide with the past form to the
Spanish imperfectives. Also, with the verbal predicates such as (activities,
accomplishments, achievements), the retérito anterior de Indicativo (old past time in
Spanish, used in literature) in Spanish corresponds to the English simple past tense,
where the el pretérito imperfecto (inperfective) can be integrated into English with

the past progressive tense. (The interpretation strongly depends on the context.)
(36) a. Julieta practicé tenis.

Juliette practice-PRET tennis.
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Juliette practiced tennis

b. Julieta practicaba tenis.
Juliette practice-IMP tennis.
Juliette was practicing tennis.

( Salaberry & Shirai, 2002: 366)

Positive verbs are usually opposite in the progressive tense in Spanish and
English languages. Additionally, Spanish morphologically makes out the perfective-
imperfective comparison with stative verbs in at the same time English does not. The

same form is used in two languages.

Slabakova and Montrul (2002) predicted that this difference in the
morphology would make difficulties for Spanish learners. L2 learners would have to
understand that while English counteracts the bounded-unbounded appreciation with

stative verbs, Spanish is not following this way.

Students were given a Sentence Conjunction (SC) task in which they were

questioned to think whether two combined clauses were possible together as in (37):
(37) La clase era a las 10 pero empezo a las 10:30.
The class was-IMP at 10 but started at 10:30.

(Slabakova & Montrul, 2002: 13) In (37) the verb predicate is in the IMPERF

and consequently the two combined sentences are possible.

In accordance with the academic study of Giorgi and Pianesi (1997), Montrul
and Slabakova (2002) predict a parametric otherness in English and Spanish in their
structure of features of the functional category AspP. So, in English all dynamic
predicates are used with the characteristic [+perfective], which shows limitation. It
means that those predicates must be attentive to this property in AspP. In Spanish, by
the way, verbs are not essentially related to semantic peculiarities. In return the
peculiarities [+/- perfective] are examined with obvious tense markers and supposed
to be examined in AspP. Montrul and Slabakova (2002) believe that in Spanish, the
characteristics (+) and (-) perfective are checked frankly in AspP through
imperfective and perfective tense morphology. Due to this suggestion the effective

attaining of aspectual differences, for example the perfective-imperfective contrasts
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is proof of semantic assignment of functions under the functional category, AspP.

Moreover, Slabakova and Montrul (2002) also studied the findings were
agreeable with the Primacy of Aspect Hypothesis. Because the POA variant is
usually estimated with production of learner’s knowledge. The authors recognize that
their learners may have a high level of proficiency to legally check the claims of
POA.

Slabakova and Montrul (2002) established that learners were so perceptive to
the perfective-imperfect contrast in every type of verbs, involving state verbs.
Furthermore, they did not establish that their results were consistent with the POA
predictions. Learners did not acquire the interpretation of achievement and
accomplishment verbs in the perfective tense in exact way, neither they were more

accurate on judgments of the interpreting of stative verbs in the imperfect.

As a result, they make a conclusion that the L2 learners’ skill of
discrimination the semantic peculiarities of the aspectual signs in the L2 shows
evidence that L2 acquisition is limited by Universal Grammar and that L2 learners

can take characteristics of functional classes that are not instances in their L1.

B. An overview on acquisition of aspect in L2 Russian

Russian aspect has been a topic of much theoretical research of late (Klein,
1994; Schoorlemmer, 1995; Filip, 2000; Paslawska & von Stechow, 2003; Borik,
2002). It is strange that a small number of studies have been investigated on the
acquisition of Russian aspect. At the same time, we can find some studies on L1
acquisition of Russian aspect (Gagarina, 2000; Vinnitskaya & Wexler, 2001; Stoll,
2003; Bar-Shalom, 2003; Brun & Babyonyshev, 2003; Kazanina & Phillips, 2003;
Stephany & Voeikova, 2003). However, only Slabakova (2005) discusses L2
acquisition of Russian aspect. This lack of studies is not only surprising if we take
into consideration the complex characteristic of the Russian aspectual systems as
well as the general ‘struggle’ to work with the linguistic data, whether theoretical or

acquisitional.

This is not to say that L2 research is not abundant with studies on aspect.
Unfortunately, L2 investigations on aspect have concentrated on the emergence and
development of aspect/tense morphology at important stages of L2 acquisition rather
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than on its ultimate attainment. Research of over the past thirty years has resulted in
the Aspect (First) Hypothesis, which proves that verb affixes endings in early
interlanguage systems were used as markers of inner aspectual category (Andersen,
1991; Bardovi-Harlig, 2000; Li & Shirai, 2000; Salaberry, 2000). This hypothesis
was first discussed in the perspective of first language (L1) acquiring and is based on
well documented acquisition aspect/tense categories. So at the original stages of
acquisition, L1 and L2 learners usually restrict perfective/past verbal forms to
predicates with telic value (i.e., achievements and accomplishments),
imperfective/present verbal forms to atelic predicates (i.e., states and activities) and
progressive verbal forms to dynamic atelic predicates (i.e., activities). While the
Aspect (First) Hypothesis produced many fruitful results as far as the developmental
sequence of tense/aspect morphology is concerned, very little is known about
whether aspect can be successfully acquired in L2 acquisition. Recently, researchers
began studying aspect from the perspective of ultimate attainment (Slabakova, 2001,

2005; Kozlowska-Macgregor, 2002; Montrul & Slabakova, 2002, 2003;
Gabriele, 2005, 2008). Two of these studies show acquisition of Slavic aspect by
English learners. In particular, Kozlowska-Macgregor (2002) investigates L2
acquisition of Polish aspect and Slabakova (2005) looks at L2 attaining of Russian

aspect.

In the theoretical part of her thesis, Kozlowska-Macgregor (2002) divides
Polish perfective verbs into three classes, i.e., perfective, perfective and completive,
paying attention to their morpho-syntactic structure. Then she examines whether
adult English learners of Polish can successfully acquire these three classes, as
opposed to Polish imperfective verbs. Also she looks through the productivity of L1
Polish speakers (n=27), advanced L1 English/L2 Polish participants (n=15) and L1
English/L2 Polis adult near-native speakers (n=14) with English as a native language
using a Semantic Compatibility (SC) task, an End-state Compatibility (ESC) task and
a Grammaticality Judgment (GJ) task. Based on her results, she supposes that the
near-native speakers of Polish can acquire an aspectual system which is in many
ways similar to the target system. Their system, besides, is incomplete, given that
near-native speakers show some difficulties in mapping the multifunctional prefix
po- to its appropriate interpretation. Kozlowska-Macgregor (2002) makes a

conclusion that the obscure behavior of near-native speakers shows findings neither
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for nor against the existence of basic knowledge, opposite Sorace’s (1993) claim who
knows that optionality provides lack of relevant linguistic competence.

Slabakova (2005) looks at L2 attaining of the Russian telicity-assigning
mechanism by English learners. According to De Swart and Verkuyl (1999), she says
that English and Russian have different settings of the Telicity character — a
parameter responsible for the telic/atelic distinction of verbal predicates. While in
English telicity is calculated within a vP-internal AspP (aspectual projection), in
Russian it is computed within a PerfP (perfective projection) — a projection that
merges above AspP and entertains a perfective prefix. Slabakova (2005) states that in
order to gain native-like competence in the aspectual domain, L2ers must learn two
things: (1) the Russian process of telicity and (2) lexical knowledge of perfective
prefixes. To find if English speakers could acquire the Russian telicity-assigning
mechanism, Slabakova (2005) tested 66 English learners and 45 Russian paid
attention to an on-line interpretation task. To show the task, participants had to
compute the telicity value of tested verbs, using either the Russian or English
telicity-assigning mechanism. The findings of group and individual participants show
that, separately from L2 low intermediate subjects (whose performance is presented
by residual transfer), all L2 learners performed similarly to native controls,
suggesting that English speakers can succeed in attaining syntactic characteristics
related to the aspect of Russian as their second language. Based on these conclusions,
Slabakova (2005) proves that “it must be the case that the perceived difficulty in
acquiring Russian aspect consist in learning the lexical objects signaling telicity, but
the most important is not in learning the grammatical arrangement for telicity

marking” (p. 74).

The purpose of this section is to present an overview of the studies that target
the attaining of aspect by L2 Russin learners. Since the empirical study presented in
this dissertation investigates how Turkish speaking L2 learners of Russian acquire
aspect, we only review the studies on the attaining of aspect by English speaking
learners of L2 Russian. The reason is quite simple, in the literature on the acquisition
of aspect developed within the generative framework, we have identified only two
studies on L2 acquisition of Russian aspect — Slabakova (2005) and Nossalik (2009).

The two summaries presented below consider the role of L1 transfer in the

acquisition of L2 aspect by adult English-speaking learners of Russian; the
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hypotheses formulated in the studies are theory-driven, in that both studies
investigate the Full Transfer/ Full Access Hypothesis formulated within the

principles and parameters framework (Schwartz and Sprouse 1996).

1. Slabakova (2005). Acquisition of telicity by English speaking L2 learners

Slabakova (2005) examines the acquisition of telicity by English L2 Russian
language learners. Mastering the aspect is considered extremely difficult for L2
Russian language learners, and this difficulty has been recognized in the pedagogical
literature (Altman, 1992, as cited in Slabakova, 2005: 63). However, Slabakova casts
doubt on this assumption, stating that by mastering telicity in the Russian language, a
distinction should be made between grammatical and lexical learning. Grammatical
learning associated with the (im)possibility of accessing the functional category of
aspect, and the mechanisms for checking the signs that are associated with this
functional category by L2 students of the Russian language. Lexical learning is
connected to the acquisition of specific morphemes (in this case, telic prefixes) that
mark telicity in the Russian language. More specifically, a L2 learner needs to know
what prefixes can be added to which imperfective verb bases. In her study,
Slabakova argues that Russian L2 students have no problems with mastering the
syntactic mechanism of telicity marking in Russian (i.e., grammatical learning);

rather, they have difficulties with the second (i.e., lexical) type of learning.

Slabakova develops her research in line with the framework of principles and
parameters of generative grammar; in particular, she refers to the Full Transfer/ Full
Access hypothesis proposed by Schwartz and Sprouse (1996). This hypothesis states
that the first state of L2 grammar is L1; in other words, at the beginning of L2
learning, L2 students take the features of L1 parameters but once L2 learners get
more exposure to L2, they can reset parameters from their L1 value to their L2 value.

This hypothesis also assumes entry to Universal Grammar (UG) of adult L2 learners.

Applying this hypothesis to the study, Slabakova predicts that when attaining
the Russian lexical aspect, English learners initially pay attention to the status of the
direct object. Note that in English, an occurrence is [telic] if a dynamic verb is
combined with a singular countable object or an object modified by an indicative
pronoun or a quantifier (e.g., eat an apple/ this apple/ two apples). In contrast, the

event is [- telic] if a dynamic verb is combined with a mass noun or a bare plural
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noun (e.g., drink water, eat apples).

In Russian language, telicity is indicated by a prefixed perfective verb.
Slabakova admits that in Russian, perfectivity should not be identified with telicity
and that not all prefixed verbs are [telic]. However, in her study, she decides to focus
on the unambiguously perfective and telic verbs, and perfectivizing telic prefixes
(e.g., myt’ “wash.IMPF” vs. vy-myt’ “PF-wash.up”). Slabakova also excludes verbs

with lexical and superlexical prefixes from her research.

Following the Full Transfer/ Full Access hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996), Slabakova makes the following two predictions: 1) at the beginning of
attaining the Russian lexical aspect, English L2 students will consider the status of
the direct object (in other words, these students transfer the parameter value from
their English L1); 2) assuming the availability of UG, L2 students will be able to
reset the parameter value since telicity is a universal semantic feature provided by
UG.

The participants in her study were an experimental group of 66 English
speaking L2 students studying Russian and a control group of 45 native speakers of
Russian. As reported by the cloze test, the 66 participants of the experimental group
were separated into three groups: Advanced, High-Intermediate and

Low-Intermediate.

To test the two predictions mentioned above, Slabakova develops an
interpretation test. In this test, participants are asked to read a sentence and suggest
its possible continuation from three possible options (A, B, and C). To choose the
correct continuation of the event expressed in the first sentence, the L2 student must
interpret the sentence as [telic] or [-telic]. In the test interpretation, there are three
conditions. Condition A includes sentences with mass and bare plural nouns as
objects. Condition B includes sentences with countable and singular objects.
Condition C includes objects that are changed by explicit demonstrative pronouns or
quantifiers. (Slabakova, 2005). There are 10 experimental sentences for each
condition (i.e., 5 sentences include imperfective verbs, and 5 sentences include

prefixed perfective telic verbs).

The findings of the test for the interpretation of imperfective and perfective

sentences indicate that there are no statistically significant distinctions between the
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test results of the Control, Advanced and High-Intermediate groups. Only the Low-
Intermediate group varies significantly from the other groups. However, despite the
difference, the participants of the Low-Intermediate group demonstrate an emerging
knowledge of the Russian lexical aspect. When comparing the individual results of
the group participants, 55% of the L2 students of the Low-Intermediate group
correctly interpret the imperfective sentences with a count object as atelic, whereas
60% of the L2 learners correctly interpret the imperfective sentences with

demonstrative objects as atelic.

In addition, 40% of the Low-Intermediate group participants correctly rate the
perfective sentences with mass/bare multiple objects as [telic]. Based on the test
results, Slabakova concludes that most of the participants in her study either fully
understood the grammatical mechanism of marking telicity in the Russian language

or demonstrated the emerging knowledge of this mechanism.

The conclusions of Slabakova’s research are the following. First, the study
provides empirical evidence supporting the Full Transfer/ Full Access hypothesis,
which states that “access to functional categories in adult non-native acquisition is
not impaired but is in fact fully operational” (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996: 75). In
addition, the study casts doubt on the well-established fact about the difficulty of

learning to manipulate telicity in Russian.

Slabakova’s research shows that adult L2 learners of Russian are able to
master the grammatical mechanism responsible for marking telicity. However, they
have problems with the lexical study of telic prefixes and the way they cluster with

the imperfective verbal stems.

2. Nossalik (2009): Acquisition of Lexical and Grammatical Aspect by L2

Learners of Russian

Nossalik (2009) investigates the acquisition of inner and outer aspect by
English learners of L2 Russian. She conducts two experiments. The first experiment
is a replication of Slabakova (2005) discussed above. In other words, she investigates
how L2 learners of Russian acquire lexical aspect. The second experiment

investigates the attaining of grammatical aspect by L2 learners of

Russian. This section provides a description of experiment 1 and experiment
2 of
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Nossalik’s (2009) study.!

For experiment 1, Nossalik uses 41 participants which she divides into
Advanced, High-Intermediate and Low-Intermediate groups based on the results of a
cloze test. The control group consists of 10 native speakers of Russian. For
experiment 1, Nossalik uses 40 test sentences, of which 20 sentences contain
unprefixed imperfective verbs and 20 sentences contain prefixed perfective verbs.
For each set of imperfective and perfective verbs, 10 of the verbs are used with non-
quantized DPs (e.g., mass nouns, bare plurals) and 10 are used with quantized DPs
(e.g., count nouns, nouns of specified quantity). An example of how verbs are used
with their DP arguments in a truth estimation problem task is given in (38):

(38) a. Petja gladil rubask-i Petja ironed.IMPF shirt-PL
“Petja was ironing shirts.”

b. Petja po-gladil rubask-i

Petja PF-ironed shirt-PL

“Petja ironed shirts.”

Each sentence is presented to the participants twice and is amid an image. For
example, the sentence in (2b) is shown twice with two pictures: once with a picture
depicting a completed event, and a second time with a picture depicting an
incomplete event. Each time participants are shown a picture, they are asked to make
a judgement about whether the accompanying sentence matches the event presented
in the picture. To do this, they must answer “Yes,” “No”, “I don’t know”. In the case
of (2b), the correct choice would be to match the sentence with a picture showing the
completed event despite the presence of a non-quantized DP argument (i.e., rubask-i

“shirt-PL”) since the event is both perfective and telic.

The results of Nossalik’s 1 experiment are similar to the results of
Slabakova’s (2005) study. Participants in the Advanced and High-Intermediate
groups act like native speakers when interpreting sentences with the prefixed
perfective sentences as telic and sentences with unprefixed imperfective verbs as

atelic despite the status of DP arguments (quantized vs. non-quantized). The only

! This section provides a description of experiment 1 of Nossalik’s (2009) study. Because in
our study, we are concerned with the lexical aspect, that is close to the 1% experiment.
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significant distinctions were found in the indicators of the Low-Intermediate group;
however, even for the Low-Intermediate group, the average value of correct
interpretations of sentences with the prefixed perfective verbs as telic is higher than
the average value of incorrect interpretations of sentences with the perfective
prefixed verbs as atelic (Nossalik, 2009: 239). When interpreting sentences with
imperfective verbs, the participants in the Low-Intermediate group again differ
significantly from the other groups. However, their performance does not differ
significantly from the performance of other participants in one of the conditions of
the study; in particular, when sentences with imperfective verbs are incorrectly
interpreted as completed events. An important comment here, however, is that all the
participants (i.e., including the Low-Intermediate group) correctly evaluate sentences
that have prefixed perfective verbs as completed events more often than they

incorrectly evaluate sentences containing imperfective verbs as completed events.

To summarize, we can say that the first part of the experimental study of
Nossalik (2009) repeats the results of the study of Slabakova (2005). Both studies
show that Advanced and High-Intermediate English learners of L2 Russian are able
to reset the telicity parameter from the English to the Russian setting. Low-
Intermediate learners of L2 Russian demonstrate a negative transfer from L1 and

emerging knowledge of the Russian lexical aspect.
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V. THESTUDY

The proposed study’s purpose is to contribute to the discussion on L2
morphosyntactic feature acquisition by focusing on the acquiring of inner and outer
aspect by L1 Turkish/L2 Russian speakers L2 on the acquisition of the features
[telic] and telicity-assigning mechanisms. This chapter provides a description of the
study designed to test the acquisition of these features, and it is structured as follows.
The chapter starts with Section A where we highlight the research questions of the

present study.

A. Methodology

Section A provides the methodology of the present paper. In section 1
presented the background information about the participants in the control and
experimental groups and described a questionnaire that was filled in by the
participants for the aim of collecting relevant background information. Section 2
describes the materials of the study. Section a presents the cloze test that was used as
a tool to measure overall language proficiency of the participants. Sections b and ¢
describe the Semantic Entailment (SE) task and the Truth Value Judgment (TVJ)
task.

1. Research questions

The goal of this research study is to look at L2 acquisition of Russian aspect
in order to examine if L2 speakers process Russian aspects in the same way as L1
Russian speakers do. In particular, we concerned are concerned with testing the
assumptions of the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006; Sorace, 2011), the
Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2006, 2008, 2013) and the Full Transfer/Full
Access Hypothesis (FTFA) (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1996; White, 1989,
1990/1991) as our working hypothesis. FTFA claims that L1 speakers have full
access to UG and are able to rearrange their grammar parameters from L1 value to

L2 value. In addition, we discuss the predictions of the Bottleneck Hypothesis
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(Slabakova, 2006, 2008, 2013) that concentrates on the developmental and final
stages of L2 acquisition. This hypothesis argues that acquiring functional
morphology is predicted to be problematic, in contrast to syntax and semantics.
Moreover, we take a glance at a constant view as the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace &
Filiaci, 2006; Sorace, 2011) that claims syntax-pragmatics interface is the most
challenging part of L2 acquisition, and even unattainable for L2 learners.

In other words, we are concerned with the questions:

RQ1: Are L1Turkish/L2 Russian speakers as successful as L1 Russian
speakers in mastering lexical (telicity) and grammatical aspect (boundedness) overtly

marked on the verb in Russian?

RQ2: Do L2 Turkish speakers acquire the same telicity-assigning

mechanisms as Russian native speakers?

Research question 1 is raised in order to test the Slabakova’s Bottleneck
Hypothesis’ predictions (2006) about functional morphology and telicity mechanism
in turn and find out new proofs for Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz
& Sprouse, 1994). Question 1 is addressed by comparing the participants’

acceptability to interpret the aspectual information.

The reason why research question 2 is raised is that different sentence
structures which telicity-assigning mechanism the participant use, direct or indirect.
The way in which this research question approached is by comparing the
participants’ judgements of the different morphological constructions and syntactic

constructions in turn.

Paying attention to which direct or indirect telicity-assigning mechanism the
experimenters used, they are supposed to act in two opposites’ ways. The L2
members who have successfully readjusted the Telicity characteristic from Turkish
to Russian are expected to explain prefixed PERF verbs as finished completion, as
shown in (46):

(46) Perfective verbs:

a. Anna pro-lila borscht. — finished “Anna spilled-PERF borscht-MASS.” b.

Masa pro-citala pis’ma. — finished’

“Masha read-PERF letters-PL.”
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(Michaylova, 2018)

This mentions that L2 learners who still use the Russian telicity-assigning
action are supposed to interpret the sentences including perfective verbs as
corresponding finished but not finished ones. Also, their capacity is supposed to be

free of the aspectual sign of the internal argument.

As for without prefixes IMP verbs, the L2 students who apply the Russian
manner telicity use are supposed to interpret such verbs as not finished events, as
represented in (47): (47) IMPERF verbs:

a. Petja pek pirog. — finished “Petja baked-IMP a/the pie. -SN”
d. Masa stirala svoi jubki. /— finished

“Masha washed-IMP her skirts- PL.”

(Michaylova, 2018)

It was mentioned in the theoretical part of this investigation that, although
IMP verbs do not cause finishing state, nevertheless, they are connected with
finished events. Especially, they can be used to depict the internal stages of
completed events. Sentences containing an IMP verb should be supposed as adopting
both ongoing and finished events. L2 members who have attained the Russian
telicity-mode technique are intended to demonstrate this close to native behavior,
recognizing IMP sentences in both finished and ongoing conditions. The same with
the PERF sentences, their judging on the IMP sentences is intended to be free of the

aspectual value of the verb’s internal argument.

Besides, L2 members who still use the Turkish telicity-mode process are
awaited to consider the aspectual status of the verb’s internal argument, bearing in
mind only the verbs that arise with a quantity internal argument, i.e., a singular count
or overtly quantified noun, to be [telic], or, to put it other way, entailing completion.
Their performance is anticipated not to depend on the morphological makeup of the

verb.

Participants of the experiment who use the Turkish telicity-assigning
mechanism are supposed to make few kinds of mistakes in Russian. First, they are
supposed to inexactly consider that sentences with a perfective verbal predicates and
a non-quantity DP, such as a mass or plural noun, are [-telic] and so that mix both
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finished and ongoing events, when they only correspond to finished events.
Secondly, they are expected to miscalculate the telicity value of the IMP verbs that
emerge with a quantity DP as being [+telic]. This would make them to improperly
interpret these predicates as coinciding finished but not on-going events, while they
fit both.

2. Participants

The participants were selected through convenience sampling and divided
into two groups (L2 Turkish/target group and L1 Russian/control group). 16 L1
Turkish/L2 Russian speakers (target group) and 16 L1 Russian speakers (control
group) were chosen for the further research by means of Cloze Test by Marininna
(2009) and Background Questionnaire. All participants were informed about the

structure of the study and their participation was voluntary (Appendix A, B).

The groups consist of both male and female university students of Istanbul
Aydin University, and employees of the Skyeng Russian Company of English. Only
members of the test who considered their level of Russian proficiency to be

intermediate, high-intermediate, or advanced were included for the present study.

All the L2 participants were native Turkish speakers, ranging in age from 18-
35. As for the native Russian subjects the age was the same. Participants in the

control group finished the cloze test with the same items used in the target group.

Table 10. Background information of the participants at the time of study

Group N Mean (range)
L1 16 24 (18-35)
L2 16 24 (18-32)

3. Materials

The study completed in the Applied Linguistic field and more specifically
focusing on Second Language Acquisition (SLA) that is related to psychology
research. Broadly speaking, there are a numerous sampling strategies used in that
field, however, we used the “non-probability sampling,” that consists of more
reasonable samples using resources for the ordinary researcher. To clarify, the most
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popular sample type in L2 research is “opportunity sample”, where a significant
criterion of sample selection is the convenience of the researcher. It was the reason

for my choice to use that sort of sampling.

In order to choose the L2 and L1 subjects, we classified them into groups,
based on their performance on Cloze Test by Marininna (2009) and Background
Questionnaire. For the purpose of answering the main questions, we conducted two
experiments, the Semantic Entailment (SE) task (Mikhaylova, 2018) and The Truth
Value Judgment (TVJ) task (Nossalik, 2009).

a. Background questionnaire

The Background Questionnaire was organized in an ordinary manner based
on the general principles of creating the background information about the
participant. The purpose of the questionnaire was to collect background information
about the participants’ age, any languages they speak, age of their first exposure to
Russian, and time spent in a Russian-speaking country. A copy of the questionnaire

is presented in Appendix A.
For the purity of the experiment, participants will be if:

1.  Participants will be native speakers (L1 Russian/L2 Turkish
and Russian native speakers);

2.  Participants who have reached adulthood (over 18 years);
3. Participants who use the native language on a regular basis;
4.  Participants who have completed secondary education;

5. Participants with no hearing and vision impairment and mental

capacity.

In order to choose the L2 and L1 subjects, we classified them into groups,
based on their performance. Results of participants of the completed questionnaire
which did not match the conditions indicated above were excluded from the

experiment.
b. The cloze test

After filling out the questionnaire, the participants were asked to do a cloze

test for identification purposes of their level of language proficiency in Russian.
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According to Oller (1979), McNamara (2000) and Brown (2004) determine a cloze
test as an integrative test claiming moderate common language proficiency of L2
learners. A cloze test is always an excerpt for reading that consists of 150 to 300
words in which every sixth or seventh word has been deleted and the test-taker is
asked to supply the corresponding words. It is claimed that if L2 learners are able to
supply the words, this can be used as proof of their knowledge of vocabulary,
grammar, discourse, reading skills, and learning strategies. To say another word, the

score of the cloze test is a reflection of the test-taker's general language proficiency.

For the purpose of this study, the members were instructed to read a passage
in Russian consisting of 240 words. The text is titled “Conversation with Mom,” it
was taken and adapted for the purpose of the cloze test from a modern Russian novel
written by Marinina (2009). The cloze test was adopted from the dissertation
research of Lenchuk (2016) so as to lighten the measuring of participants’ language
proficiency and follow the similar operation of separating the subjects into
proficiency groups. A copy of the Cloze Test which is used in the investigation is

presented in Appendix B.

The first paragraph of the cloze test was presented to the members without
any defects for the purpose of bringing them to the story. Starting with the second
paragraph, every seventh word in the sentence was absent. On the whole, there were
40 omissions. The members were asked to fill in the gaps by delivering
grammatically appropriate words and word combinations that relevantly fit into the
context of the reading passage.

(39) “Mawm, a maxuer-To Kak (1) ! — 3asiBUJI OH, TOSIBJISISICH B
(2) KyXHE-CTOJIOBOM. - Uero ceroans parot?”
“Mam, a pakhnet-to kak (1) I — zayavil on, poyavlyayas' v (2)

kukhnestolovoy. - Chego segodnya dayut?”

“Mom, it smells like (1) I - he declared, appearing in (2)
kitchen table. - What have you cooked today?”

For each correct answer the participants were given one point and the final
result was out of 40. Refusal to supply the suitable word or its correct grammatical
form meant that no point was marked. The performance of the members in the

control group on the cloze test was used as a cut-off point, according to which the
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participants were placed into the three groups (i.e., Intermediate, High-Intermediate
and Advanced).

In order to split the participants 0 and exclude the participants with low
scores, we used the conception of normal division with its two main characteristics
(i.e., central tendency and dispersion). Central trend notes the typical behavior of a
group and is estimated on the average. Dispersion shows how the scores are diffused
or divided around the central tendency and is estimated through the standard

deviation (SD) and score range (Brown, 1988).

We came to the conclusion that the mean of the members in the probing
group on the cloze test is 26.4, SD is 2.1 and the range is 40, where 0 is the lowest
score and 40 is the highest score. So as to calculate the cut-off point for the advanced
group, we added the SD to the mean and received the score of 28.5. As follows, any
participant who scored above 28.5 was included into the Advanced group, and any
participant who scored below 28.5 but above the mean score of 26.4 was included
into the High-Intermediate group. So to determine the cut-off point for the
Intermediate group, we deprived the SD from the mean and received the score of
24.3. But any participant who scored above 24.3 and below 26.4 was included into
the Intermediate group, and any participant who scored below 24.3 was excluded
from the study. Table 11 illustrates the scores of the cloze test according to which the

members in the group were divided into the four proficiency groups.

Table 11. T he distribution of the scores of the cloze test

Beginners  Low High Advanced  NSs
Intermediate  Intermediate (controls)
Cuff-off 0— 243 — 264 — 28.5— 35-40
Point
Range 0 9 3 4 35-40

c. The semantic entailment (SE) task

In our investigation, the Semantic Entailment (SE) task was managed aiming
in approbation of Slabakova’s Bottleneck Hypothesis (2008) that considers
acquisition of functional morphology is the most problematic task in L2 attaining and
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that acquiring of semantic, and syntax is not challenging.

By the way, L2 learners should firstly undergo the endings of the affixes as a
bottleneck of attaining this linguistic property, because inflectional morphology
represents syntax and semantic variations and learners of second language are
supposed to learn these meaning-form mappings between languages. Slabakova
(2008) suggests that learning true mapping of functional morphology seems to be
problematic, if L2 learners already acquired syntax and semantics, because
functional meanings are presented in different ways in the mother tongue and
learning language. In reference to this model, syntactic and semantic qualities
codified morphologically in both languages can be easier learned in comparison to
characteristics presented by the discourse or various meanings of the verb in one

language and morphologically in another
(Slabakova, 2008).

The task was taken from Mikhaylova's article (2018) “Morphological
Bottleneck: The Case of Russian Heritage Speakers”. The main goal of choosing this
task was the use of the same methodology to contrast the member admissibility to
explain the aspectual information. In particular, the SE task accesses into semantic
knowledge and tests the capability of L2 learners to appoint the most silent entailing

to sentence diverse in one aspectual morpheme.

In the semantic involvement tasks the members suggested to select the most
logical ending of a statement, the formation and relation complexity of primary
imperfections coupled with their word meaning complexity. The task is related to 30
target items (for each condition 10 items, 5 items for imperfective predicate and 5
items for perfective) and 30 fillers. The SE task was shared with the participants by
link electronically via Google form viewing platform in one try, without tracking.
The participants received the sentences, each consisting a Subject, VVerb, and a Direct
Object (lack of unambiguous context) and followed by two continuations/entailments
in Appendix C. Their capability to interpret the aspectual information was a main

force to make a choice in the sentence.
(40) a. Andrey po-stroil etot dom...
Andrey PF-build this house...
Andrey built this house ...
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a) ... but he lacked a brick.

no yemu ne khvatilo kirpicha

b) ... and his family already lives in it. < correct option
... 1 v nem uzhe zhivet yego sem'ya

C) Oba variant vozmozny

‘Both variants are possible.’

(41) b. Andrey stroil etot dom...

Andrey build-1MP this house...

Andrey built this house ...

a) ... but he lacked a brick. «<— correct option

...no yemu ne khvatilo Kirpicha

b) ... and his family already lives in it. < incorrect choice
... 1v.nem uzhe zhivet yego sem'ya

C) Oba variant vozmozny «— also possible option

‘Both variants are possible.’

The participants were not limited in time to finish the task and subjects saw
all sentences at the same time. This task is difficult from the perspective of
semantics. Besides without contextual prompts, the members of the test are pushed to
build only on verbal morphology for their judgments of the predicate and draw from

the existent options of judgments for that form.

In addition, (40a) has an unambiguously correct choice (b), in (41b) there is
one unambiguously incorrect choice and both (a) and (c) are possible, (a) is a more
salient interpretation. As we discussed above, morphologically imperfective
predicates due to contexts can have a finished event to the more salient incomplete
habitual or continuing interpretations. We can observe that sentences (41b) tested the

salience of interpretations but not accuracy/correctness.

As a result, some phonological and morphological surroundings can emerge a
functional form with a constant sense to have a variety term. Obviously, the telicity

feature in Russian can be presented by a various prefix, some of which can provide
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additional lexical sense to the derived verb. Bearing in mind all the above, aspectual
morphology, separately, perfective aspect which means telicity in Russian can
present a bottleneck in the attaining of Russian by Turkish L2 learners. The

experiment assisted us to answer for the first question of the research.
I. Tested conditions

Table 12 illustrates the tested conditions, where there are half of the sentences
in perfective form and half imperfective form, differing only in one aspectual

morpheme.

Table 12. Morphological contrast in the conditions

Condition/ Imperfective Perfective
Contrast
1 TELICITY* 1A/ @+ @** 1 B. PREFIX+V+@
morpheme (dynamic [-telic; -bounded] [+telic; +bounded]
predicates)
pisal DOpisal
‘was writing’/ ‘wrote’/*finished writing’

‘would write’/*wrote’

2 BOUNDEDNESS 2D. PREFIX+V+si ***2C=1B. PREFIX+V+@
morpheme (dynamic

) [+telic; -unbounded] [+telic; +bounded]
predicates)
DO itYVAI DO ital
‘was finishing¢ “finished reading’¢

reading’/*would finish

reading’/*finished reading’

3 BOUNDEDNESS 3F. V+si 3E. V+0@

morpheme [+telic; -bounded] [+telic; +bounded]

(non-dynamic
predicates)

zakazYVAI zakazal “ordered’

‘was ordening’/*would
order’/*ordered’

Note: The table was adapted from Mikhaylova’s article (2018: 285).

First condition (1) presents telicity value variations in dynamic predicates,
which are lexically expressed as a [xtelic] and which sign for telicity and
boundedness feature through aspectual morphological markers. The condition
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comprises sentences with negative features [-telic; -bounded] activities (1A), which
present no obvious aspectual signs, and [+telic; +bounded] are for accomplishment
verbs (1B), which emerge the prefix-telicity (used in a clean telicizing meaning or

also add lexical meaning to the verb), but without SI suffix.

Conditions (2) and (3) show boundedness opposes in action predicates
through lexically uncertain roots and a telicity prefix (Condition 2) and in non-action
lexically telic predicates (Condition 3). Conditions 2 and 3 examined sensibility to

the semantic property itself, but in opposed types of predicates.

Types (2C) and (2D) are compositionally identical in their structures, but
predicates in (2D) bring more apparent morphology. Substantially, (2C) is the similar
kind of predicate as (1B) from the mentioned condition, since dynamic verbs are able
to form aspectual triplets differing in both telicity and boundedness. Thus, 1B and 2C
included the similar verbal roots, but these roots were challenged in various
predicates and sentences.

Finally, Condition 3 presents boundedness feature in lexically telic non-action
achievements, which presents this semantic feature with/without a Sl suffix in the
predicate’s boundedness. Condition 3 was added for the reason of challenging those
triplets that are formed by means of Sl suffixation, as in Condition 2, however which
are lexicalized as [+telic] and, undoubtedly, are both morphologically easier than

prefixed-suffixed accomplishment predicates.

To sum up, Conditions 1 and 2 involve morphologically complicated
predicates with lexical dynamic verbs, i.e., in these predicates both telicity and
boundedness should be considered as successful interpretations of the sentence.
Condition 3, on the other hand, consists of predicates with non-action verbs lexically
determined as telic that’s why, the formation of such a predicate only claims
calculation of the value of limitation of the predicate. Condition 2, consequently,
should be the most challenging for attaining.

d. The truth value judgment task

The Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task was established in the article on “L2
Acquisition of the Russian Telicity Parameter” by Nossalik (2009). The objects for
the experiment were taken and adapted to this research paper. In order to answer the

second question, if L2 learners used the same telicity-assigning mechanisms, the
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Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task was chosen.

24 Russian sentences in the past tense consisting of dynamic verbs were
examined. Half of the sentences involved bare IMP forms and the prefixed PERF
forms of the verbal predicates. Each sentence involved: the subject, the verb and the

direct object. As for PERF verbs, only accomplishments were used.
The part of the list of verbs is below.
(42)  pit’/vypit’” “to drink IMP/PERF”,
citat’/ procita™ “to read IMP/PERF”,

Moreover, the variance in meaning within the bare IMP form and their
appropriate prefixed PERF verbs is only expressed in aspectual category. So, the
verbs used in this test only include final limits to the cases codified by the roots,
without changing basic meaning. Subsequently, the only contrast between the PERF

and IMP mentioned is the aspectual prefix added to the stem of the verb.

To check if the L2 members still used the Turkish telicity-assigning

arrangement, including stimuli four various options for internal arguments:
1)  The stimuli with IMP verbs;
2)  The stimuli with PERF verbs contained non-quantity DPs;
3)  The stimuli with mass nouns;
4)  The stimuli with bare plurals (Nossalik, 2009).

6 of the stimuli with IMP verbs’ predicates and 6 with PERF verbs involving

non-quantity DPs, 3 of which were mass nouns and 3 bare plurals, as in (43):

(43) Non-quality stimuli Ns
Mass nouns Bare plural nouns
domasnee zadanie “homework” Rubaski “shirts”
m’aso “meat” “steny “walls”
bors’ “borscht” kartiny “paintings”
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Another 12 sentences, 6 IMP and 6 PERF, contained the number of DPs, 3 of

which were singular count nouns and 3 marked quantity nouns, as in (44):

(44) Quantity stimuli Ns
Singular count nouns Overtly marked quantity nouns
Stul “chair” svoi zimnie sapogi “self-winter shoes”
pirog “pie” svoi jubki “self skirts”
Buterbrod “sandwich” dva platja “two dresses”

The participants were questioned to see if the stimulus sentence corresponded
to the event represented by three pictures or not. Sentences (24) were presented twice
during the experiment, one time with pictures showing an incomplete case and
another time with pictures displaying a finished event. An on-going event was
illustrated by an order that shows the event uncompleted. A finished event was
illustrated by the first two pictures showing the on-going event and the last picture
depicted only the final point of the event.

Let us present the example, there is the sentence Petja pocinil stul “Peter
fixed the chair”, involving the PERF option of the verb “to fix”. The unfinished

fixing event was shown by the sequence in (45-a), which showed Petja fixing a chair.

The finished fixing event was illustrated by the sequence in (45-b), in which

the first two pictures illustrated the event in progress and the last image
Petja pointing to a fixed chair.

The members had a possibility to choose answers: Yes, No, Don’t know. The
participants were trained to use Don’t know only if they deal with some unknown

vocabulary.

(45) Task. Try to choose an answer if a picture matches an event. Use “Don’t

know”” if you find some new vocabulary (Nossalik, 2009).

a) Petja pocinil stul “Peter fixed the chair”
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Figure 4. Sequence of pictures with the uncompleted event.
1) la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3naro/I don't know

b) Petja pocinil stul “Peter fixed the chair”

Figure 5. The sequence of pictures with completed event.
1) Jla/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3uaio/I don't know

In consequence of different mechanisms of assigning telicity, the members
were expected to act not in the same ways. The members of the test, who have still
used Turkish telicity-assigning mechanism, were intended to consider that sentences
with a PERF verb and non-quantity DPs, are [-telic]. Furthermore, subjects were
provided to miscalculate the telicity value of the IMP verbs that arise with a quantity
DP as being [telic].

4. Instruments

In this research, many study instruments were used. At the beginning of the
study, the participants of the experiments were asked to fill in the short questionnaire
with the multiple-choice questions. The purpose of the questionnaire was to to gather
background information about the members’ age, any languages they speak, age of
their first contact to Russian, and time spent in a Russian-speaking country. A copy
of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix A.
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Afterwards, the cloze test was made in order to classify subjects into the
target and the control groups, based on their performance. The first paragraph of the
cloze test presented to the participants without any omissions for the purpose of
leading them to the story. Starting with the second paragraph, every seventh word in
the sentence was omitted. This is the production task with free-answers style, in
which the members were asked to fill in the gaps by choosing grammatically suitable
words that meaningfully fit into the context of the reading extract. The full version of
the cloze test you can see in Appendix B. The cloze test was distributed online on
Google Form platform with no backtracking assumed. The composed data was
automatically downloaded to the table in the proper way.

The SE task was made, where participants have chosen the most logical
continuation of an sentences, the morphological complexity of primary imperfectives
in pairs with their semantic complex structures. The task contained 30 target items
and 30 fillers with multiple choice questions. The task was distributed and appointed
electronically via Google Form viewing platform in one attempt to the subjects’
emails. The collected information was automatically downloaded to the table and

analyzed.

Subsequently, the TVJ task was produced, where the members were asked
with multiple choice questions to notice whether a stimulus sentence fit an event
presented by three pictures. Each of 24 sentences were presented to the participants
twice during the experiment, one time with images illustrating a finished event and
one time with images presenting an unfinished event. The task was shared by link
electronically through Google Form survey platform in one attempt at the subjects’

emails.

5. Procedures

The participants were chosen through convenience sampling and divided into
the control L1 Russian learners and the target L2 Turkish learners’ groups. As it was
mentioned before, 16 L2 Turkish learners and 16 L1 Russian learners were selected
for the further research by means of the cloze test by Marinina (2009) and the

Background questionnaire.

At the beginning of the study, the participants were asked to fill in the short

background questionnaire. The aim of the questionnaire was to collect the

69



background information about the participants’ age, the place of birth, the education
background and the second languages they speak. A copy of the background
questionnaire is presented in Appendix A. All members were informed about the
structure of the study and their participation was voluntary. The background
guestionnaire was sent to the participants via their email addresses of the subjects.
The test was constructed with help of the Google form platform.

Further, the cloze test helped to choose the subjects and classify them into the
target L2 Turkish learners and the control L1 Russian learners’ groups, based on
their performance. The subjects were instructed to fill in the gaps by supplying
grammatically appropriate words that meaningfully fit into the context of the reading
passage. For each correct answer the participants will be given one point and the
final score will be out of 40. Failure to supply the correct word or its correct
grammatical form means that no point will be marked. The performance of the
participants in the control group on the cloze test will be used as a cut-off point,
according to which the participants in the experimental group will be placed into the
proficiency groups (i.e., Intermediate, High-Intermediate and Advanced). The full

version of the Cloze test you can find in Appendix B.

In order to divide the members of the experimental group into proficiency
groups, the concept of normal distribution was used with its two important
characteristics (i.e., central tendency and dispersion). The cloze test was created on
the Google form platform which allows to collect the answers from subjects
automatically in an Excel table. All results were analyzed individually and presented
through the table in a proper way. The candidates who did not justify the stated level

will be excluded from the experiment.

In present investigation, the SE task and TVJ Task targeting were conducted
in approbation of Slabakova’s Bottleneck Hypothesis (2008) that assumes attaining
functional morphology is the most problematic task in L2 acquisition and that

acquisition of semantic and syntax is not challenging.

Later, the SE task was shared by link electronically through Google Form
survey platform in one attempt, with no backtracking allowed. The members were
asked to choose correct continuations/entailments with multiple choice answers. The
sentences contained: a Subject, Verb, and a Direct Object (no disambiguating

context). The full version of the test is presented in Appendix C. The test was sent to
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the participants via their emails. The participants were not limited in time to
complete the task and subjects saw all sentences at the same time. The answers were

automatically downloaded to the Excel table and analyzed.

The last conducted test was TVJ, where the members of the experiment were
questioned to choose if a stimulus sentence corresponds to an event illustrated by
three pictures or not. Each of 24 sentences were presented two times during the
experiment, one time with images showing a finished event and one time with
images showing an ongoing event. The participants had an opportunity to choose
answers: Yes, No, Don’t know. The members of the experiments were not limited in
time to complete the task and subjects saw all sentences at the same time. The

answers were automatically downloaded to the Excel table and analyzed.

To complete the tests participants spent approximately 40 minutes for all
presented tests on Google form platform. After completing the forms, results were
analyzed individually and presented through SPSS statistics to the population.
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VI. RESULTS

In this study we examine whether L2 Turkish speakers have difficulties in
acquiring the functional morphology of Russian aspect category using the Truth
Value Judging (TVJ) task and the Semantic Entailment (SE) task. The result of two

tests will be given below.

A. Results from the Semantic Entailment Task

In the semantic entailment (SE) task, three main conditions in which half of
the sentences are PERF and other half IMPERF, opposes only in one aspectual
morpheme (Table 12 above in Section i. Tested conditions give a summary of each

condition).

Condition 1 has telicity marked as [a telic] in dynamic predicates which
means that verbs are lexically underspecified and might include both semantical
values (telicity and boundedness) due to aspectual morphology. Condition contains
sentences with [-telic; -bounded] activities (LA), which are imperfective verbs that
carry no overt aspectual morphology, and [+telic; +bounded] are accomplishments
that have a telicizing prefix (which is used in completely sense of telicity value or
can add some lexical meaning to the verb).

Condition 2 and 3 include semantic feature boundedness which differ in
dynamic predicates that have lexically underspecified root and additionally, a
telicizing prefix (Condition 2) and in non- dynamic verbs with lexicalized telicity
value (Condition 3). Both conditions test the same semantic feature boundedness,
however in different types of verbs. For instance, Condition 1 and 2 consist of
underspecified telicity value as [a telic], whereas aspectual properties are converted
with or without the aspectual morphology i.e., accomplishments (2C) with prefix
[+telic; +bounded] and accomplishments (2D) with prefix [+telic; -bounded] and

marked by Sl suffix.
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Table 13. The proficiency between control and target group

Proficiency
M SD Range
L1 Russian 3.50 1.41 35-40
speakers
L2 Russian 3.13 .806 23-30
speakers

Generally, the structures of predicates in Conditions 2C and 2D are the same,
but as was mentioned the predicates in Condition 2D carry more over morphology.
Additionally, Conditions 2C and 1B are also structurally the same, because of the
capability of dynamic verbs to create triplets with different telicity or boundedness
semantic features. Mikhaylova (2018) designed the task in a way where Conditions
1B and 2C were used with the same verbal roots, yet they were challenged in

different sentences and predicates.

Lastly, Condition 3 includes the boundedness semantic value that contrasts in
lexicalized telic non-dynamic achievements. This type of non-dynamic verbs has
predicates’ boundedness included in presence or absence of Sl suffix. They were
added because of the possibility to have a set of aspectual verb pairs with lexicalized
telic feature [+telic], and they do not carry overt morphology markers in

accomplishment predicates.

Table 14. Descriptive statistics from the semantic entailment task for Condition
1,2,3

Conditions ~ Telicity (dynamic Boundedness (dynamic Boundedness (non-
predicates) verbs) dynamic verbs)

Imperfective  Perfective  Imperfective  Perfective  Imperfective  Perfective
[—telic; [+telic; [+telic; [+telic; [+telic; [+telic;

—bounded] +bounded] —unbounded] +bounded] —bounded] +bounded]

M SD M SO M SD M SO M SD M SD

L1 391 967 456 .512 4.56 512 5.00 .000 4.44 727 431 .947
Russian
speakers

L2 3.68 512 344 964 4.16 811 419 .750 391 861 4.25 .775
Russian
speakers
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The results of the analyses in Table 14 suggests that L1 Russian speakers are
more successful than L2 speakers in judging sentences in all presented Conditions 1,
2 and 3 in the Semantic Entailment Task (SE) task. However, in some conditions
there are  roughly close results on the interpretation of sentences, which we

discuss below.

1. Independent-Samples T Test on Conditions 1,2 and 3

To understand whether the difference between L1 and L2 speakers in three
conditions are statistically significant, we conducted an Independent-Samples T test
analysis (Figure 2). The results showed that the difference between controls and L1
Turkish/L2 Russian in judgment of sentences with perfective aspect [+telic; +
bounded] is statistically significant in Condition 1 (t (30) = 4.122; p= .001).

Additionally, there is the marginally significant difference on imperfectives
Condition 2 (t (30) = 1.886; p=.069).

In Condition 1, the difference between L1 and L2 Russian speakers in the
judgment of sentences with imperfective aspect [-telic; -bounded] is not statistically
significant (t (30) = .798; p= .431), but the difference between the two groups in the
judgement of sentences with perfective aspect [+telic; +bounded] is statistically
significant (t (30) = 4.122; p=.001).

In Condition 2, the difference between L1 and L2 Russian speakers in the
judgment of sentences with imperfective aspect [+telic; -bounded] is not statistically
significant (t (30) = 1.694; p= .101), whereas it is statistically significant in the
judgment of sentences with perfective aspect [+telic; + bounded].

In Condition 3, the difference between L1 and L2 speakers of Russian in the
judgement of sentences with imperfective aspect [+telic; -bounded], is marginally
significant (t (30) = 1.886; p=.069), whereas it is not significant in the judgement of
sentences with perfective aspect [+telic; + bounded].

We also conducted a Paired Samples T test for each group to understand
whether there is a significant difference between imperfective and perfective aspect
in three conditions. In the L1 group, the difference between imperceptive and
perfective aspect in Condition 1 is statistically significant (t (15) =-3.159; p= .006),
in favor of perfective aspect, and in Condition 2, it is also statistically significant (t
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(15) = -3.416; p= .004), in favor of perfective aspect but it is not statistically
significant in Condition 3 (t (15) = .425; p=.004).

In the L2 group, the difference between imperfective and perfective aspect

either in Condition 1 or Condition 2 and 3 is not statistically significant:

Condition 1 (t (15) =-3.159; p= .006, Condition 2: (t (15) = -3.416; p= .004)
and

Condition 3 (t (15) = .425; p=.004).

B L1 Russian L2 Russian

100
80

60 —

40 —

20 —
1]

IMP PERF IMP PERF IMP PERF
Condition 1 Condition 2 Condition 3

Figure 6. Dispersion of correct judgments by condition in the Semantic Entailment
Task

B. Results from the Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) Tast

In the Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task, we examine whether L2 Russian
speakers of Turkish attaining Russian as a second language can succeed in switching
the telicity parameter from their L1 language to the Russian setting. 24 Russian
sentences involving dynamic verbs in the past tense form were examined. Half of the
sentences included bare IMP verbs and the other half had prefixed PERF verbal
predicates. Every sentence involved only 3 elements: the subject, the verb and the

direct object, as illustrated in (49).

In Turkish, undetermined incremental theme arguments can be interpreted
either as trans numeral or incorporated noun phrases (NPs) depending on the context
in which they occur (Aksan, 2019). It is the reason for excluding the disambiguating
context and giving pure incremental theme arguments in the present experiment.
Krifka (1989) claims that the semantic nature of the object argument has a direct

effect on telicity. This was the main idea for implying two groups of internal
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arguments: the quantity and non-quantity internal arguments.
In particular, the non-quantitative stimuli (49a) and quantity stimuli (49b):

(49) a. Non-quantity stimuli Ns

Mass Ns Bare plural Ns

domanee zadanie “homework” | ruba ki

“shirts”
m’aso “meat” stenys “walls”
bors” “borscht” kartiny “paintings”
(50) b. Quantity stimuli Ns
Singular count Ns Overtly marked quantity Ns
stul  “chair” svoi zimnie sapogi “self-winter
pirog “pie” shoes” svoi jubki “self-skirts” dva platja
buterbrod two dresses
“sandwich”

These stimuli helped to track if L2 Turkish speakers of Russian still employ
their native telicity-assigning mechanism, because of the aspectual status of the

verb’s internal argument or not.

Table 15 and 16 below presents the rate of chosen ‘true’ responses of
sentences involving IMP and PERF verbs’ predicates in finished as well as

unfinished contexts:
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Table 15. Descriptive statistics from the TVJT for the perfective sentences

Perfective aspect

Conditions With bare With mass plural With quantity With singular
noun plural noun

M SD M SD M SD M SD

L1 Russian  5.63 500 594 250 5.38 885 538 .957

L2 Russian 2.81 127 2.75 1125 3.06 1.23 281 .750
6 7

Table 16 Descriptive sfromthe TVJT e ive es

statistic for th imperfect sentenc

Imperfective aspect

Conditions With bare With mass plural With quantity With singular
noun plural noun
M SD M SD M SD M SD
L1 Russian  5.69 .602 5.81 .403 488 .885 5.63 .500
L2 Russian ~ 4.69 .602 419 .834 413 619 400 .894

As can be seen from these tables, the behavior of the control group of native
Russian participants on the PERF and IMPF sentences with two groups of internal
arguments stimulus presented better performing in comparison with L1 Turkish/L2
Russian group. The important thing to note in respect to the IMPF sentences L1
Turkish/L2 Russian group interpreted them more successfully rather than the
sentences with PERF verbs.

1. Independent T Test Results for Perfective

To understand whether the difference between L1 and L2 speakers in PERF
and IMPF sentences on internal arguments stimulus i.e., non-quantity and quantity
are statistically significant, we conducted an Independent-Samples T test analysis
(Figure 3-6).

According to the results of the Independent-Samples T test analysis on data
from the TVJ test, the difference shows that Russian native speakers are more
successful (p= <.001) rather than L1 Turkish/L2 Russian in judgment PERF
sentences. According to the results on judgment IMPF sentences L1 participants

were significantly more successful than L2 Turkish speakers of Russian on all
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internal arguments’ stimulus (p= <.001), except quantity plural stimuli, whereas the
difference is not so significant (t (30) = 2.78; p=.009).

To understand whether the difference between IMPF and PERF sentences
with its internal arguments stimulus in each group is statistically significant, we
conducted a Paired Sample test. The results indicated that L1 Russian speakers were
significantly more accurate on conditions with perfect and imperfect aspect can be

seen in Figure 3 and 4.

PERFECT ASPECT

Figure 7. Dispersion of accuracy on four conditions with perfect aspect in Russian
II\"I

Figure 8. Dispersion of accuracy on four conditions with imperfect aspect in Russian

MADCDLCC T
T et

To understand whether the difference between internal arguments stimulus

79



presented in PERF and IMP L1 Russian and L1Russian/L2 Turkish in each group is
significant we created Figures 5 and 6. As we can see, L1 participant’s performance
on stimulus is different. The performance on quantity plurals in PERF sentences was
even less than that of Perfective sentences. The rest of the judgments approximate the

same results on both types of sentences.

L1 Russian

I Ipefm Itve I

Figure 9. Dispersion of accuracy on four conditions in L1 Russian

From Figure 6, we can observe that L1 Russian/L2 Turkish speakers are more
successful in interpreting IMF sentences rather than on PERF sentences. The scores
on judging PERF sentences approximated over all stimuli the same and resulted
worse than L1 speakers’ judgments. The interpretations on IMPF sentences overall
are the same over the stimuli, except the verb's internal argument with bare plural on

IMP interpretation.

If we compare Figure 5 and 6, we can notice that L1 participants performed
better on Perfective sentences in comparison with L1 Russian/L2 Turkish
participants. However, L1 Russian/L2 Turkish group surprisingly judged the IMPF

sentences on a high level almost approximating with L1 Russians.
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L2 Russian

Figure 10. Dispersion of accuracy on four conditions in L2 Russian
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VIl. DISCUSSION

In this study, we examined the following questions using two tests: Semantic
Entailment (SE) task and Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task.

Through the Semantic Entailment Task, we examined whether L1Turkish/L2
Russian speakers are as successful as L1 Russian speakers in mastering lexical
(telicity) and grammatical aspect (boundedness) overtly marked on the verb in

Russian.

In Russian, lexical aspect, telicity is overtly marked on the verb by prefixes,
and grammatical aspect, boundedness is overtly marked by suffixes. In contrast, in
Turkish, telicity (lexical aspect) is computed in internal theme arguments: the
quantity and non-quantity object. Boundedness (grammatical aspect) in Turkish is
presented in times and marked for Perfective aspect [+boundedness] by a morpheme
-DI and — MIS and for [-boundedness] marked by a leading marker —(l)yor, which

stands for Imperfective aspect in Turkish language.
In this study, we examined the following questions using two tests:
Semantic Entailment (SE) task and Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task.

RQ1: Are L1Turkish/L2 Russian speakers as successful as L1 Russian
speakers in mastering lexical (telicity) and grammatical aspect (boundedness) overtly

marked on the verb in Russian?

RQ2: Do L2 Turkish speakers acquire the same telicity-assigning

mechanisms as Russian native speakers?

Through the Semantic Entailment (SE) task, we examined whether
L1Turkish/L2 Russian speakers are as successful as L1 Russian speakers in
mastering lexical (telicity) and grammatical aspect (boundedness) overtly marked on

the verb in Russian.

TVJ task helps to investigate if in Russian, lexical aspect, telicity is overtly

marked on the verb by prefixes, and grammatical aspect, boundedness is overtly
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marked by suffixes. In contrast, in Turkish, telicity (lexical aspect) is computed in
internal theme arguments: the quantity and non-quantity object. Boundedness
(grammatical aspect) in Turkish is presented in times and marked for Perfective
aspect [+boundedness] by a morpheme -DI and — MIS and for [-boundedness]
marked by a leading marker —(l)yor, which stands for Imperfective aspect in
Turkish language.

In literature, there is no example of potentially incomplete acquisition in
Russian and Turkish languages that make a good testing ground for both the
Interface Hypothesis (Sorace, 2011) and the Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova,
2008) and Full Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1996).

According to the Interface Hypothesis, proposed by Storage (2000) claims
that even on high levels /near-native speakers are expected to have some optionality
in production/or uncertainty of choices in comprehension L2 properties of syntactic
knowledge with pragmatics and semantic. Later, hypothesis clarifies new evidence
from few studies (Sorace, 2011; Sorace and Serratrice, 2009; Tsimpli and
Dimitrakopolou, 2006) and assumes that external interface involving syntax and
discourse present a particular challenge for L2 attaining, rather than the internal
interfaces with syntax and linguistics modules of grammar i.e., semantics, lexicon,

phonetics, morphology).

One more account was presented to the differences in morphology, which are
considering the performance and understanding together with discussed above the
mapping challenge suggestion is Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2006, 2008,
2013). Slabakova’s hypothesis claims that L2 acquisition of functional morphology
can be problematic/challenging, where syntax and semantics (narrow syntax) are
unproblematic. It means that knowledge of grammar modules i.e., syntax and
semantics goes first and after it attains by L2 acquisition of morphology. With
reference to the Bottleneck hypothesis if narrow syntax is attained by L2 learners
before the functional morphology, it is possible to say that L2 learners can use
functional morphology semantic properties by learning or receiving this knowledge

from exposure.

Subsequently, it means that L2 learners can allow L1 transfer at the early
stages to reorganize the settings to the target language in line with Full Transfer/Full
Access (FTFA) (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1996) and those suggestions about
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narrow syntax and meaning are universal. However, the Bottleneck hypothesis
claims that inflectional functors are quite difficult to attain through the languages

because it causes meaning-form mapping.

In our present paper, we predict that attaining functional morphology can
involve an acquisitional bottleneck for L1 Turkish/L2 Russian speakers. In respect to
our study, the hypothesis predicts that L1 Russians/L2 Turkish speakers should
firstly go through the inflectional morphology that presents semantic and syntactic
dissimilarities in Russian and Turkish languages, and the learners’ goal is to learn this

semantic and syntactic (meaning/form) mappings.

Slabakova (2005) states that when L2 learners already attained the rules of
language and meanings of the words they are facing with the problem to acquire the
correct functors, and specifically it causes challenges when those functional
morphological forms are presented in language differently. Due to this model, the
syntax and meanings of the words will be easier to learn if these properties are
presented by discourse or different lexical means in one language and by

morphology in another.

According to the IH, the difficulty with Russian aspect lies outside the
domain of ‘narrow’ syntax. We predict that high-level speakers
L1Turkish/L2Russian may exhibit some problems with grammatical aspect which
includes a syntax-discourse interface, rather than lexical aspect, which includes the
internal interfaces (syntax-morphology, syntax-semantics and morphology-

semantics).

In the SE task all Conditions with IMPF verbs would be predicted to show
more indeterminate judgments than the PERF because it includes the knowledge of
discourse conditions under which the imperfective form is displayed to an ongoing or

habitual interpretation and especially to a completed event interpretation.

The results from SE task shows that the L1Turkish/L2Russian group
performed equally on PERF and IMPF predicates within the telicity condition (they
were even little bit more accurate on the morphologically unmarked imperfective

activities). In contrast, like the

L1 Russian speakers, the target group scored higher on PERF predicates of

the two boundedness conditions [+telic; +boundedness] than on the SI members of
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the same conditions (but the difference was not so significant).

The L1Turkish/L2Russian showed highest results [+telic; +boundedness]
non-dynamic PERF verbs; and the lowest on the IMP [-telic; -boundedness] dynamic
predicates. This suggests that outer/grammatical aspect, that refers to boundedness
feature and in particular the IMP demonstrates a greater challenge for interpretation
without disambiguating contextual clues. Take into consideration that
L1Turkish/L2Russian were highly likely to choose the uncertain “both possible”

judgment than the L1 Russian participants.

Remarkably, in Slabakova’s (2005b) and Mikhaylova’s (2016) studies,
Russian native speakers also performed approximately 85% accuracy in aspectual

entailments, especially of the imperfective.

Our findings above and specifically vagueness of judgments in high levels

support both the Interface Hypothesis and the Bottleneck Hypothesis.

Through the second task, the Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task, we examined
whether L1 Turkish/L2 Russian speakers of this experiment was to determine
whether Turkish speakers attain Russian as a second language can succeed in
switching the Telicity Parameter from their L1 mode to the Russian setting. The

results suggest that L2ers have challenges in switching the Telicity parameter.

According to the IH in TVJ task, as far as the participants had a deal with
visual judgment task, they were supposed to interpret PERF verbs as a finished
event. Where meaning in IMP and related PERF verbs is purely aspectual. Due to the
Interface Hypothesis, L1Turkish/L2Russian speakers should experience no problems
in acquiring the purely morpho-syntactic properties of the target language, while
facing the challenge with linguistic properties computed at interfaces with other

cognitive modules.

Our findings from the TVJ disconfirm the IH, because from our results we
can see that L1 Turkish/ L2Russian group performed worse on sentences with PERF
predicates. It means that participants on high levels cannot acquire in proper way the
morpho-syntactic properties of the target language, and internal arguments may be

distractions on the way to proper interpretation.
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VIIl. CONCLUSION

In this thesis, the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace, 2011) and the Bottleneck
Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2008) and Full Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) (Schwartz &
Sprouse,

1994, 1996) have been tested in L2 acquisition of L1Turkish/L2 Russian

speakers.

According to the IH that external interface involving syntax and discourse
present a particular challenge for L2 attaining, rather than the internal interfaces with
syntax and linguistics modules of grammar i.e., semantics, lexicon, phonetics,
morphology). We predict that high-level speakers L1Turkish/L2Russian may exhibit
some problems with grammatical aspect which includes a syntax-discourse interface,
rather than lexical aspect, which includes the internal interfaces (syntax-morphology,
syntax-semantics and morphology-semantics).

However, according to the BH, functional morphology is the bottleneck of L2
acquisition. Consequently, the prediction is that functional morphology is more
difficult for the L1Turkish/L2 Russian speakers to acquire in comparison to syntactic
operations. As the previous chapters have shown, the experiment presented in this
thesis supports the Bottleneck Hypothesis. More specifically, the results show that
the speakers’ performance on functional morphology in L2 Russians seems to be
problematic to acquire in a proper way, although the speakers’ proficiency in Russian

increases and accuracy as well.

In summary, although there are remaining questions, the experiment
presented in this thesis supports the Bottleneck Hypothesis, which may contribute to
current knowledge about the cognitive process of L2 acquisition. In order to further
investigate the Bottleneck Hypothesis, it is necessary to also look at functional
morphology in comparison to other domains than narrow syntax, such as semantics
and the interfaces, as well as different language combinations. It would also be

interesting to test the Bottleneck Hypothesis in an on-line experiment, such as eye-
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tracking or a speeded acceptability judgement test, in order to investigate the L2

learners’ automatic and implicit knowledge.
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APPENDIX A: BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

The Background questionnaire will be conducted in Russian. Below, the test

will be provided in original (Russian language) and English language.
Russian version

VYBaxaemble py3bs, 3TO UCCIEIOBAHUE MPOBOJUTCS B paMKax IUIIJIOMHOMN
MarucTepckoil paboTel Mo oOmieir Teme «OBNaJeHUE PYCCKUM acleKTOM Kak
KaTeropuel HOCHUTEIEM TYPELKOro s3blka». IlomydeHHBIE B pe3ynbTaTre NaHHBIC

IIOMOT'YT CTYJEHTaM, KOTOpBIE C TPYAOM OCBAMBAIOT PYCCKYIO TPaMMAaTHKY.
BeIpaxaro Bam npHu3HaTeNbHOCTS 3a COIVIACUE IIOMOYb.

JIroObIe BOMIPOCHI MO COJEPKAHUIO AHKETHI U TECTOB BBl MOXeTe MoyuuTh

o tenedony:

(+90)553 7313 897 mmm mo snextponHou moure: l1kolushkal@gmail.com

[Ikypenko AHacTacusl.

51 cornacen/corjiacHa NPUHATH YYacTHe B HAYYHOM HCCJIeJOBAHUH.

Jara:

l. JIuunas uHpopmanu (mosy4yeHHass HHPOPMAIUA OCTAHETCS

KOH(HIEHIUAIBHOI)

PUO:

Homep Tenedona:____ Anpec zjekrponHoil mourbl ___ Iloa: JKenmumua
Myx4unHa

data poxnenusi:__Mecto poxaenusi: ['opoa:_Crpana:
Pon nessirenbHOCTH:

Cawmpblii BbicIIMi ypoBeHb 00pa3oBanHus: CpeaHee oOpazoBanue_Crapiime

KJIACChI CPEJTHEU IIKOIbI_Y HUBEPCUTET

1. Jlunrsucruueckass uHdpopmanusa (mojaydyeHHas uHopmanus

ocTaHeTcs: KOHQUACHINATbHOM)
Poanoii S3bIK:

S3bIK 00y4eHMs:
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HavanpHas mkona:_ CpenHue Kiacchl:

Crapiune kiaaccsl CpeHEN MKOIbl:__ Y HUBEPCUTET:

I1l. Bropoii SI3BIK(H) (mosryuyeHHast HH(pOpMALMS OCTAHETCH
KOH(UIEeHIIHATBHOI)
HayanbHbil CpeaHunn | Bbicokui YpoBeHb
YPOBEHb YpOBEHb | ypOBeHb HoCUTens A3blKa
YteHue
MNMnucoemo
foBopeHUue
AyaunposaHue
Obuwasn
KOMMNETEHTHOCTb

Boabmoe cnacu6o 3a Bam BKJaja!
English version
I agree to participate in this study:
Date:
I. PERSONAL INFORMATION (Will Remain Confidential)
Last Name, First Name:
Telephone Number:__E-mail address:
Sex: Female Male:
Date of Birth:__Place of Birth: City:_Country:
Occupation:
Highest Level of Schooling: Secondary_High school_University
II. LINGUISTIC INFORMATION
Mother Tongue:
Language of Education:
Primary School:__Secondary School:

High School:__University:
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111. SECOND LANGUAGE(S):

Beginner Intermediat | Advanced | Near-Native
e
Reading
Writing
Speaking
Listening

Overall Competence

Thank you very much for your contribution!
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APPENDIX B: CLOZE TEST
Hnempyrkyus:

Huxe mpencraBieH OTPHIBOK — JETEKTUBHOTO poMaHa  AJIEKCaHAPHI

MapuHuHOM

“He3anepras 1Bepb” Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE C YAAJICHHBIMU 3JIEMEHTAMHU SI3bIKA B
tekcte. Ilpennaraem mpouyuTaTh Ha4yajqo MUCTOPUM HUKE W 3alOJHUTH MPOITYCKH C

HEAOCTAIIUMHU 3JIEMCHTaAMH, CJIOBaAaMH WJIHN 3HAKaMH.
Instructions:

Below, there is an excerpt from the detective novel by Alexandra Marinina
“Unlocked door” in Russian with deleted language elements in the text. We suggest
reading the beginning of the story below and filling in the blanks with the missing

elements, words or signs.
‘Pasrosop ¢ mamoit’

Jloma Hatanbst 3aHs71ach Y)KHHOM TSI MyXa M ChIHA, KOTOPBIE JTOJKHBI OBLITH
MOSIBUTHCSL OKOJIO NeBATH. Buepa Tonbko Haranes mponbuiecocuna BCHO OTPOMHYIO
MATUKOMHATHYIO KBapTHUPY, a CETOJHS KWIbE BBITJSIUT TaK, CIOBHO B HEM O]l HE
youpamuchk. [lepBeiM siBuncs ceiH Anema. Bor m xopomno, momymana Harambs,
AJerika He UCIBITHIBACT TATH K KOMITAHWH, HE CTAHET JKIaTh AHJIpesi, OBICTPEHBKO

MOECT U €My MOKHO OyZIeT CyHYTh B pyKH mbliecoc. [1ycTs y:kuH oTpabaTbhIBaeT.

Mawm, a maxHeT-To Kak (1) | — 3asBUJT OH, MOSBIISISICH B (2)

KyXHE CTOJIOBOM. - Uero ceroHs narot?

- 3) C TpeyKkou u cainar, (4) Haranbs

¢ ynbeIOKo#, memyst (5)

- A KapTOIIeUKH xapeHon? — xamobHo (6) Anema.
- Cerognst oboiaemnbcs. Kapromxka (7) Ba IHA
Hazaz, u, (8)
ThI €€ He TmpuHecelb (9) MarasuHa, OHa B
nome (10) nosisutcs. Kpome Toro, Tede (11) c
MSICOM €CTh Hemb3s, (12) TO CKopo B aBeph (13)
IIPOMICIIIb.
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- [lonsn, He nypaxk, - (14) KHMBHYJI IOHOIIA. — 3aBTpa

kymo.  (15) B CUMTAaHHbIE MHHYTHI crpaBuwicsa (16)

OOMJIBHBIM YKHMHOM, 3aKOoHUYUB ero (17) YaIIKOn

qaro ¢ Kyckom (18) TOpTA.

- Anemka, Hy kak (19) TeOsl CTONBKO Blle3aeT? —

3acMmesnacey (20) , HE TepecTaBasi yIUBIATHCSA criocoOHocTH (21)

MIOTJIONIATH MHITY B HEMBICIUMBIX (22)

- S wmHoro mer TpenmpoBaicsa. — (23) TOT.
JoxnaBich, koraa cbiH (24) u3-3a crona, Harames coOpana
(25)

MoCy/1y, moctaBuiia ee B (26)

- CoIHOK, s mymato, Oyaet (27) , €CIIA THI BKJIFOYHIIIb
nbLiecoc, (28) OHa, MPUHUMASICh 32 MBIThE (29)

- Hy mawm, y menst (30) 9K3aMeEH, - 3aHbUT AJlera.

— Mmne (31) MOYYHUTH HAIO.

- [Toyuuius, - criokoitHo (32) oHa. [[o yrpa BpemeHH
(33) . [lonyaca HUYero He pemaoT.

- (34) 3II0BpEANHA, - MPOoOypUal ChIH, MOHUMas, (35)

oT mbIecoca eMy He (36)

- Bo3moxHo, - npousnecina Haranbs, ve (37)

— Ho nbinecocuts Bee-Taku npugercs. - (38) Mam!

- He upaButcs — nepeesxkaii (39) COOCTBEHHYIO KBapTHDY,
oHa ctout (40) , TeOS KIeT.

(Marinina, 2006)

Omeemul (the answers):
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

BKycHoO;
NPOCTOPHOW;
OTOUBHbIE;
OTBETUNA;
CblHa;
NPOTAHYA;
KOHYMNaChb;

noKa;

u3;
HE;
KapTOIIIKY;

a;

HE;
MOKJIaJINCTO;
OH;

C;

OTPOMHOM;
BaepHOTO;
B;

Haranbs;
CBIHA;
KOJIMYECTBAX;
OTILYTHUJICS;

BCTaHET;

IPA3HYIO;

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

MHOT0;
Tbl;

yTo;
OTBEPTETLCS;
obopaumBascs;
HY;

B,

nycTas.



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

MOMKY;
IIPaBUJIBHO;
CKazana;
MOCYIBL;
3aBTpa;
emie;

OTBETHIIA;
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APPENDIX C: CLOZE TEST
Anna Mikhaylova (2018)

RUSSIAN ASPECTUAL CONTRASTS (TELICITY AND
BOUNDEDNESS)

THE SEMANTIC ENTAILMENTS TASK

The participants received a link to the survey and were able to complete it at
their own convenience. The sentences in the Semantic Entailments task were
randomized for every participant and each sentence disappeared once a choice was
made, so there was no opportunity to backtrack. | was interested to see how L2 and
heritage learners would interpret sentences containing clues to the aspectual

interpretation of the clause only instantiated by verbal morphology.

INSTRUCTIONS:

In this task, you will see a sentence in Russian and two possible continuations
below it. Although each part is fine on its own, you need to decide if the continuation
can logically follow from the initial sentence — that is, you need to decide if they

work together as a whole sentence. Please read your options attentively.

There is no time limit in this task, but it is important that you answer as
quickly and as accurately as possible. Once you make a decision, the sentence will

disappear and you will not be able to go back and make changes.
Here is an example:
1.  Bepa oxkoHumMIa KOy C 30JI0TOW MENAJBIO . . .
()... MOTOMY YTO OHA IJIOXO YYHJIACh.
()... MOTOMY YTO OHa XOPOIIIO yYUJIACh.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

You should have chosen "moromy uTo OHa xopomo yudmnace" because it

would be illogical for a badly performing student to graduate with honors.
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Condition 1 (TELICITY) — activity-accomplishment verbs

2. Bass unrana neTexkTus. ..
() ... v el HE TOHPABHUIICS KOHEII.
() ... n OHa XOTeJa y3HaTh KTO youia.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
3. VIBaH mpuTOTOBUII CYII...
()...un ero emi€ HY>)KHO JOBapUThH
() ... mero yxxe MOXHO ecTh + () 00a BapuaHTa BO3MOKHBI
4.  $lHa nucana nUChbMO Mare...
() ... HO Tak ero ¥ He 3aKOH4YMJIA. + () ... W OTIpaBHUJA €TO 1O MOYTE.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
5. Awnapei IocTpOUs 3TOT JOM...
() ... HO emMy HE XBaTWJIO KUpIUYA.
() ... ¥ B HEM yXe KHBET €ro cems. +
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
6.  Karsg numa 3TOT BKYCHBIH COK. ..

() ... u pemmia ocTaBuTh HeMHOro aisi Bepol. + () ... u Bepe Huuero ne

JIOCTAJIOCh.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

7. CeME€H mocMOTpeN MY3bIKJIbHBIA (HIBM TPO JHO00BB...( ) ... U eMy

HPABUJIKCH BCE TICCHU M TAHIIBI.
() ... m oH KymuII ceOe AMCK C TIECHIMH U3 3TOro GuiIbpMa. +
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

8.  Ilers MbUI CBOIO MAIIKHY ...
() ... ¥ OHA Temepb YKCTAsl U KpacuBasl.

() ... u oH XOTeN MOOKICTPEE 3aKOHYUTH ITO ACNO0.+
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() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI
9.  Jlapuca HameuaTana CBOIO paboTy...
() ... uyBuaena, 4To € HE XBAaTUT BPEMEHHU.
() ... uObUIa paja, 9YTO € XBATUIIO BPEMEHH. +
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
10. Jlema urpain 3Ty mapTHIO B IAXMATHI ...
() ... n Hagescs Ha mobexy. +
() ... 1 OBUT OYEHB paj CBOECH mobere.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
11. Upwuna npusesna OyKeT poMaIleK POAUTEISM. ..
() ... ¥ OHU TIOCTAaBWJIM MIX B KPACHBYIO Bazy. +
() ... HO IIBETHI 3aBsUIH B IOPOTE, M OHA UX BBIOpOCHIIA

() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI

12. Bepa 3akpblia OKHO. ..
() ... ¥ B KOMHATy BJIeTeJa NTULA.
() ... ¥ B KOMHATE CTaJl0 THXO. +
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
13. Cgera 3akaH4MBaja YHUBEPCHUTET. ..

() ... M MO3TOMY OHA TOTOBWJIACH K IK3aMEHaM. +

() ... nmo3TOMY €¥f OOJIBIIIE HE HY)KHO OBLJIO TOTOBUTHCS K AK3aMEHaM.

() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
14. Onmer 3axa3an o0en. ..

() ... w opUIIHaHT OTBEYA HA €TO BOIIPOCHI.
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() ... n odunumanT 3abpan y Hero MeHo.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
15. Hwuna npoxaBana cBoro XO0HIY...

() ... HO HUKTO HE XOTEeJ MOKYMaTh TAKyl CTapyro MamuHy.+ () ... HO OHa

nony4yuia Bcero $1000. () o0a BapuaHTa BO3MOKHBI
16. Auekc pacckaszall CKa3Kd JETSM. ..
() ... ¥ KaXIbIi pa3 OHH MPOCHIIH CIIIE.
() ... " OHU BCE UM OYCHb IMIOHPABUIIUCH.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
17. Kcenus 3a0bl1a KJIFOYH JOMA. . .
() ... n CiaBa Bcerzia mpuBO3WII UX €1 Ha paboTy.
() ... n CrnaBa moJpKeH OBLT IPUBE3TH UX €if HA paboTy.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
18. Aunna ycTpamBasia BEUEpHHKY B CBOEH HOBOM KBapTHpE. ..

() ... m Hazmesach, 4To y He€ OyJaeT MHOTO TocTel.+ () ... ¥ K HeW IPHIILITH

Jpy3bs ¥ KOJIJIETH.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
19. Twumyp HazeBan KypTKy U IIATKY...

() ... m mén urpath B XOKKEH C IPYy3bsIMU.+ () ...H TTOEXAJ C POJIUTEISAMHU B

TOPOJI.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
20.  MbI oTKpbUTH O0JIBIIOE OKHO B KOMHATE. ..
() ... ¥ cpa3y CTAaHOBHJIOCH CBETJIO M TIPOXJIAIHO.
() ... ¥ B OKHO 3aJyieTesia cepas Nnruia.+
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
21. Pwura y3HaBasa 3Ty CTapylO MEJIOAHIO. ..

() ... 1 oHA cpa3y BCIOMHUJIA, YTO €€ paHblIe Me e nara.
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() ... HO OHa KaX/IbIi pa3 3a0bIBaJa, KTO €€ paHblIe Me.+

() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

22. Hacts nepeynThIBasIa CTaThIO
() m oTmana sxypHai co cratbeit [arme.
() m HAgesIack, UTO 3aKOHUYUT €€ 10 ypoKa.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
23. CeMeH mpoCMOTpEN COOOIICHHUS
() 1 oTBeYas HA KAKI0€ U3 HUX Cpazy.
() m oTBeTHN Ha Bce cpasy.+ () o0a BapuaHTa BO3MOYKHBI

24. KapuHa moAroTraBIuBana JOKYMEHTHI( ) U HAadalbHHK BCE cpasy

MO/ITUCAT.
() m HAYATBHHUK TOTPOCHI €€ 3aKOHYUTh BCe 10 obena.+
() 06a BapuaHTa BO3MOXKHBI
25. TlaBen mombiBan Tapenky( ) W MOCTAaBUI €€ Ha MOJIKY.
() HO KamIa MmIoXo OTMbIBAJIACH.+
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
26. Beponuka pacreuarana 3Ty potorpaduro
() unonapuna e€ ceoemy apyry.+
() HO B IpHHTEpe KOHUYWIIACh OyMmara.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
27. JleoHup momui CBOIO KPY)KKY ITHBA
() m Mapwuna nmonpocuia nmonpoOoBaTh IIOTOYEK.

() u He octaBui MapuHe nonpoOoBaTh U II0TOUYKA.+
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() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

28. T'puma pgomUCHIBANI CTHXOTBOpeHHE( ) M HE MOI HpUIyMaTh

MTOCJICTHIOI0 CTPOUKY.+ () W MHE OHO OYEHBb MTOHPABHIIOCH.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
29. Mapuna nocrpouna qomuk u3 Jlero( ) u Jlena xorena moMous €.
() ¥ OH MOJYYUJICS BHICOKUM.F
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
30. Cepreii nmpourpbIBaji TOT TCHHUCHBIN MaTd
() yxe He Hajesuics HA To0edy.+
() ¥ mo3apaBuII COTIEPHUKA C TIOOEIOH.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
31. Ponurtenu mpuBO3WIIM AETEH B KOy HA MAIIIUHE ...

() ... agomoi netu e3qwid Ha aBToOyce.+ () ... M JI€TH cpa3y IOILUIH Ha

3aHATUA.

() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

32. Mapuna xwuia B SpocnaBckoit obmactu( ) u paboTayia yduTeraem

MaTEMaTHKH.
() aee cblH XuUJI CO CBOEH ceMbeil B Spocnasine.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

33. Bacwummii crygent CapaToBCKOTO YHUBEPCHUTETA( ) U €TO CECTpa TOXKE

TaM paHbIlle YIHIIaCh.
() w OH XUBET B OOJIBIIIOM HOBOM OOIIEKUTHH.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

34. Ceiiuac yxe IeBATh 4acCOB yTpa
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() a ThI emle HE MPUHSUIT IYII U HE MTO3aBTPaKal.
() ® THI OATH OMA3/bIBACIIb HA PAOOTY.+
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

35. Pomurtenu Aunnel KMBYT B Xopomeld kBaptupe( ) HW y HUX €CTh

OoJbIas qada B ACpEBHE.
() m Ana 9acTo npueskaer K HUM B TOCTU.+
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
36. Kous onaszapiBaet Ha paboTy...
() ... M TOATOMY OH JIOJKEH B3Tb TaKCHU.T
() ... HIOTOMY YTO OH HE XOTEJ BCTaBaTh B CEMb yTpa.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
37. Bopuc nMo3BoHWI cBOEMY APYTY ...( ) ... HO €ro He ObUIO J0Ma.
() ... 1 OHU JOTOBOPUIIUCH O BCTpeUe.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
38.  Ywuurens Bb3Basl ONBIy K IOCKE
() ... n Onpra nomKHA OTBETUTH HA €TI0 BOIIPOCHI.
() ... O ceromus Onbra onsiTh HE TOTOBA.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
39. Owna ynTaeT UHTEPECHBIN HOBBIN KypHAJ
() eit HpaBHUTCS CTaThs O POCCHICKON 9KOHOMHUKE.
() HO B 3TOM *XypHaje MHOTO pPeKJIaMbl.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
40. @Enop MOMKEH KYIMUTh HOBBIA KOMITBIOTEP

() moToMy YTO €ro CcTapblii KOMIBIOTEp HE paboTaeT.+ () HO y HEro Majio

JICHET, & KOMIIBIOTEP JOPOTOM.

() o6a BapuanTta Bo3MoxHbI 41. Erop uzydaer ¢paniysckyro naurepatypy ()

HO OH TIJIOXO TOBOPUT MO-(PPAHITY3CKH.
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() u oH cBOOOJHO TOBOPUT MO-(hpaHIly3CKHU.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

41. Jlama u Cepreii )XKMBYT Ha OJHOM YITHIIE
() HO OHa HHUYETO HE 3HAET O €r0 CeMbe.+
() ¥ UX pOAUTENH YUMIIUCH B OJTHOM ILIKOJIE.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

42. Muma BCTa€T B CEMb yTpa KaKIbIH ACHB ...( ) ... ¥ OH JOXKUTCSA CIIaTh

B JIECSITh Beuepa.
() ... MIOTOMY YTO OH JOJKECH OBITH HA paboTe B BOCEMb.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI
43. Jlunus nmomapuiia MaMe KpacuBOE IIJIaThE. ..
() ... ¥ MaMe OHO OYEHBb HPABUTCS.+
() ... ¥ MaMa HaJiena ero Ha mpa3JHUK.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
44, OnHU 4acTO CIYMIAIOT XOPOIIYIO MY3BbIKY
() muHOTIA XOIAT B T€AaTP M KUHO.+ () ¥ OHHM 00a MUTPparoT Ha MUAHUHO.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI

45. Kens yexan B EBpomy Ha KaHUKYIBI( ) ... U OH OyA€T TaM OTIbIXaTh

JBE HEACH. T
() ... n on BepHETCS B MOCKBY 4epe3 JIBE HEMIEIH.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

46. S yaych B yHHBEpPCUTETE Ha BTOPOM Kypce
() ...a B IpONLIOM TOAY S YYHJICS HA IIEPBOM Kypce.
() ¥ mo3TOMY sI X0KYy B YHUBEPCUTET KaKIIbI JICHB.+
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

47. OH BCTa€T B BOCEMb 4aCcOB U IPUHUMAET AYIII

() a B BOCEMb TPHUILIATh OH 3aBTPAKaeT M UUTAET razery.t+ () a moToM OH
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0JIEBACTCS M 3aBTPAKACT B JICBATb.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
48. CeronHs MBI JOJDKHBI 3aHUMATLCA B OMOIIHOTEKE
() ¥ HaAM HY>XHBI KDOCCOBKHU U CITIOPTUBHBIE KOCTIOMBI.
() moToMmy 4TO TaM XOpOIIMI YUTAIbHBIN 3ai1.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI
49. Ceituac KapyuHa cCMOTPHT TEIEBH30p J0Ma

() moTOMY, UTO CETOIHS MOKa3bIBAIOT KOHIIEPT MOMYJISIPHON MY3bIKH.+ () U

4yepes MATh MUHYT OHA COOMPAETCS €0 BBIKITIOUUTD.
() oOa BapuaHTa BO3MOKHBI

50. VnbpsHa cBsi3ana TEIUIbI CBUTEp AJA Opata( ) HO ITOT CBUTEP €MY

COBCEM HE HIIET.
() HO CBUTEp CIUIIKOM MaJeHbKHIl.+

() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI

51. Mos cneunansHocTh Mcropus EBponbl( ) U s 3Har0 MCTOPUIO MHOTHUX

eBPOMEHUCKHUX CTpaH.* () W MOATOMY 51 UTPAI0 Ha THTApe KaX bl Be4ep.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

52. Karsa moroBopuiia ¢ MaMo# o TeiedoHny...( ) ... HO MaMma He B3sja
TPYOKY.
() ... m mo3BoHMIIA CBOCH cecTpe.+

() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

53. B nmaTHUIY MBI C POAMTENSIMH XOMWIA B KMHO( ) HO YpPOK ObLT HE

HHTCPCCHBIM.

() u ¢uIbM OBUT OYCHDb UHTEPECHBIH. +
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() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
54. Banepa HUKOIZia HE €CT 3aBTpaK
() moTOMY 4YTO OH HE JIIOOUT 3aBTpaKaTh.+
() wm Bcerjaa 3aBTpakaeT B peCTOpaHe.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI
55. Hamm poaurenu poauiinck U Belpocau B Poccun

() HO OHHU COBCEM HE TOBOPST MO-HEMENKH.+ () HO OHM HHKOT/Ia He ObUTH B

Poccun.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
56. ¥V Haramm u Onera Hukoraa He ObLIO JIeTel
() HO OHU BcerJa XOTeIN UMETh JeTCH.+
() W uX IeTH YK€ y4arcs B yHUBEPCHUTETE.
() ob6a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
57. B Espone Csera xuia B Pume u I[lapuxe

() ¥ oHa YacTo XoaWJia B My3ed | Tajiepeu.t () HO OHa HUKOTJa He ObuIa B

Nranun.
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

58. B moem uemomaHe €CTb MHOTO CyBEHUPOB( ) HO MO 4eMOJIaH COBCEM

MYCTOM.
() w5 mpuBe3 UX ISl CBOUX APY3ei.+
() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOKHBI
59. Buepa Anuk Kynui 3Ty KHUTY B MarazuHe
() ¥ OH IODKEH MpoYMTaTh €€ 3a Hepemo.+ () Ho B Mara3uHe e€ He ObLIO.
() 06a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI

60. MprI chenu Bee mokoaaHbie KOHPETHI( ) HO B KOPOOKE OCTAJIOCH €I1Ie

HEMHOTO MEYEHbS.+ () ¥ MPUHECITH UX POIUTEIISIM.

() o0a BapraHTa BO3MOXKHBI
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APPENDIX D: THE TRUTH VALUE JUDGMENT TASK

Note: Each of 24 sentences appeared twice during the test, once with pictures

showing an uncompleted event and once with pictures showing a completed event.

An uncompleted 234 event was represented by a sequence that depicted the event in

progress. A completed event was represented by a sequence where the first two

pictures depicted the event in progress and the third picture showed only the end-

state of the event.

Uncmpyxyus: TlonwiTaiiTech BhIOpaTh MPaBUIIBHBIM OTBET, €CIU KapTHHKA

coBmanaer ¢ coObitreMm. Mcmonp3yiite "SI He 3HAK" ecid BBl CTOJIKHETECH C

HE3HAKOMbIM AJIs1 BaC CJIOBOM.

Instruction: Try to choose the correct answer if the picture matches the event.

Use “I don't know” if you come across a word unfamiliar to you.

Imperfective

(uncompleted)

Imperfective

(completed)

Perfective

(uncompleted)

Perfective

(completed)

The stimuli sente ) The stimuli sente  nces with
) ) nces with s: )
imperfective verb perfective verbs:

(i) With b are plurals

(1) Hetst rmagun p  yoamxwu.
Petja gladil rubask i.

Petja ironed-IMP s hirts-PL

Petja pogladil ruba

Petja ironed-PERF

(1) [etst mornamun py6amxu. Ski.

shirts-PL.

don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3nar/l

don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3nar/l
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(2) Onst Kpacuiia CTEHBI KEJITON

KpacKOM.

Olja krasila steny zjoltoj kraskoj. Olja
paint-IMP walls-PL with yellow paint.

KpacKOM.

(2) Onst mokpacuia CTCHBI KEITOU

Olja pokrasila steny Zjoltoj kraskoj. Olja
paint-PERF walls-PL with yellow paint.

W

| 1 A [

i ) ] )

D L B | o . WO, | R TR N
1) la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne snaro/l 1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne 3naro/I
don't know don't know
(3) Mawa nucaia (3) Mama nanuca J1a nuCbMa.
Masapisalapis’ma. pycpma. letters-PL  [Masanapisalapis’ ma.
Masha wrote-IMP Masha wrote-PER  F letters-PL.

24 4 3 0y &) jy 4 i ] 4

1) Ja/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne snaio/l

don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/

don't know

No 3) A ne 3naro/l

(if) With mass nouns

1) [Tets nenan no

. . MalrHee 3a/1aHueC. €C
Petja delal domasn .
zadanije. ework.

Petja did-IMP hom

(1) Iets coeman 1
Petja sdelal domas

Petja did-PERF ho

OMaAIIIHEC 3a1aHuC.
nee zadanie.

mework.
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554,
*ﬁ ﬁa h O & j

D =D &
vi

vl !

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3naio/l

don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3naio/l

don't know

(2) Marmia roroBuia Gopr.

Masagotovilabor¢’.

Masha prepared-IMP borscht.

(2) Mama mpurotoBuia 6opir. Masa

prigotovila bors’.

Masha prepared-PERF borscht.

Vs Vs
1 ool O
(" S

o~
e (i

L [ i

?ﬂhﬂt‘

p "

&

e

e

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne 3naio/l

don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne 3uaio/Il

don't know

(3) [MeTst mu BUHO .

Petja pil vino. ine

(3) IleTs BBIIMI B MHO. Wine.

Petja vypil vino.

Petja drank-1IMP w
¢ ) B §
iy @ {3

G f el

4 " ]
'y Q i i

Petja drank- PERF
§ 8 ¢ .

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne 3uaio/l

don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne 3uaio/l

don't know

(iif) With quantity plurals
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(1) Marmma uyucruna
CBOM 3UMHHE
caror.

o _imnie sapogi.
Masa Cistila svoi z
P her winter boots.
Masha cleaned-IM

(1) Marmma mounct

CaIlOr'u.

Masa pocistila svo
Masha cleaned-PE

boots.

nijia CBOU 3UMHHE
I zimnie sapogi.

RF her winter

. IV IR N ﬂL

EETIEEE

e 85 M

AT

Vs M

&

L

54

w

&

1) la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne snaio/I

don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) Hem/

don't know

No 3) A ne 3naro/l

(2) Mama mmna 1 Ba IjiaThsl.

‘Masha saw-IMP t

(2) Mama cuuna
Masassiladvaplatja

Masha saw-PERF

JABa I1J1aTbhbs.

. two dresses-PL.

Masa Siladvaplatja. wo dresses-PL.’
Daadaddyd

Uit gl §

s

B |‘w 4:9 “‘ “B (“ 4

¢ 61181

Uil

‘i; ub

1) la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3nar/l

don't know

1) la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3nar/l

don't know

(3) Mama ctupana cBou 100KH.

(3) Mama moctupana cBou 00KH.
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Masa stirala svoi jubki.

‘Masha washed-IMP her skirts-PL.’

Masa postirala svoi jubki.

‘Masha washed-PERF her skirts-PL.’

1) la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne snaro/I

don't know

1) la/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne snaro/I

don't know

(iv) With singular n

ouns

(1) IeTst yuHMNA CT

(1) IleTs mounHUI CTYIL.

f !
14654
A A RY

yiI. . e
Petja &inil stul. Petja pocinil stul. 4y chair.
he chair. o
Petja fixed-IMP a/t Petja fixed-PERF
0 .0, 0
030 a0 |7 8% O 0l 40 4% |7 8% O
1 o

e © e
4R Y

i

1) Ha/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne 3uaio/I

don't know

1) Ha/Yes 2) Hem/ No 3) A ne 3uaio/l

don't know

(2) Ilets mek mupo T.

Petja pek pirog. e e,

Petja baked-IMP a

(2) IleTs ucnexk mu  por.

Petja ispek pirog. althe pie.”

Petja baked-PERF
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1) /la/Yes 2) snaro/l Hem/No 3) A ne
don't know

1) /la/Yes 2) snaro/l Hem/No 3) A ne
don't know

(3) Mara Bsizana
. . mapd.
Masa vjazala Sarf.

P a/the scarf.’
‘Masha knitted-1M

(3) Mama cBsizana tmapd.

Masa svjazala sarf. o o ine scarf,

Masha knitted-PE

Al A A
YTIFTY

L

dalata i
Y'Y

1) la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3nar/l
don't know

1) la/Yes 2) Hem/No 3) A ne 3nar/l
don't know

Distractors

(1) Iers rmaaun OprOKH.

Petja gladil brjuki.

‘Petja ironed-IMP pants-PL.’

(2) Ons kpacuia CTeHBI CHHEH KPacKoii.

Olja krasila steny sinej kraskoj. ‘Olja paint-IMP walls-PL with blue paint.’

(3) Marmma npounTasia mucbma.

Masaprocitalapis’ma ‘Masha read-PERF letters-PL.’

(4) Tetst mpoaan KapTUHBL.

Petjaprodalkartiny.

‘Petja sold-PERF picture-PL.’
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(5) Huna >xapuiia KypuHbIE KPBUIBIIIKH.
Nina zarila kurinye krylyski.
Nina fry-IMP chicken wings-PL.
(6) Ietst nenmain 3apsiaKy.
Petja delal zarjadku. ‘Petja did-1IMP physical exercises.’269
(7) Marma nposuiia Gopr.
Masa prolila bors’. ‘Masha spilled-PERF borscht.’
(8) IleTst BBIMIT Yaid.
Petja vypil ¢aj. ‘Petja drank-PERF tea.’
(9) Ierst napesan x1e0.
Petja narezal xleb. ‘Petja cut-PERF bread.’
(10) [TeTst mOMBLT pHC.

Petja pomyl ris. ‘Petja washed-PERF rice.’
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RESUME

Name Surname: Anastasiia Shkurenko

Place/Date of Birth: The village of Malaya Olshanka, Belaya Tserkov district Kiev
region, Ukraine/12.08.2021

E-mail: anastasiiashkurenko@stu.aydin.edu.tr

Education:

2014-2018 Uman State University- Foreign Languages Department (English
language and literature)

2014-2019 Uman State University- Tourism and Hotel and Restaurant Business
Department. |

2015-2018 Collegium of Interdisciplinary Individual Humanitarian Studies

2019 -....- Istanbul Aydin University - Social Sciences Department. Faculty of
Foreign Languages. (English and Literature)

Work Experience:
26.04.2016-07.09.2016 Hostess of The Main Restaurant-Rixos Premium Belek 5*
27.04.2017-09.11.2017Waiter Cratos Premium Hotel, Casino, Port & Spa

21.02.2018- 01.07.2018 Head of primary training in the sales department, Skyeng
English school

Languages:
-Ukrainian/Russian: Native Language
-English: Advanced

-Poland: Intermediate
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Skills:

-Communication, Teamwork, Problem Solving, Flexibility, Creativity

- Computer skills ( Microsoft Office ) and others

-Advanced knowledge of PC and Microsoft Office (Word, Excel and PowerPoint)
-Basic knowledge of graphic design applications (Adobe Illustrator);

-Basic knowledge of video making program (Movie Maker);

136



	FOREWORD
	ABSTRACT
	ÖZET
	TABLE OF CONTENT
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF FIGURES
	I. INTRODUCTION
	II.  THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
	A. Theories of L2 Acquisition on Aspect
	B. Full Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) Hypothesis.
	C. The Bottleneck Hypothesis
	1. Acquisition of the Narrow Syntax and Functional Lexicon

	D. The Interface Hypothesis

	III.  LINGUISTIC BACKGROUND
	A. Aspect
	1. Lexical and Grammatical Aspect: An overview with a Focus on Russian
	2. Lexical and Grammatical Aspect: An Overview with a Focus on Turkish

	B. Telicity Versus Boundedness. The compositionality of Telicity and Boundedness: An Example from Russian and Turkish
	1.  States
	2. Achievements
	3. Activities
	4. Accomplishments


	IV. PREVİOUS RESULTS ON THE ASPECT İN L2 ACQUİSİTİON
	A. Previous Results on the Aspect in L2 Acquisition
	B. An overview on acquisition of aspect in L2 Russian
	1. Slabakova (2005). Acquisition of telicity by English speaking L2 learners
	2. Nossalik (2009): Acquisition of Lexical and Grammatical Aspect by L2 Learners of Russian


	V. THE STUDY
	A. Methodology
	1. Research questions
	2. Participants
	3. Materials
	a. Background questionnaire
	b. The cloze test
	c.  The semantic entailment (SE) task
	i. Tested conditions

	d.  The truth value judgment task

	4. Instruments
	5. Procedures


	VI. RESULTS
	A. Results from the Semantic Entailment Task
	1. Independent-Samples T Test on Conditions 1,2 and 3

	B. Results from the Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) Tast
	1.  Independent T Test Results for Perfective


	VII. DISCUSSION
	VIII. CONCLUSION
	IX. REFERENCES
	APPENDIX
	RESUME

